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LONDON, NOVEMBER 5, 1881. 








CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. R. H. Leacu, the Senior Registrar of the Chancery Divi- 
sion, has been granted further leave of absence until Christmas. 





WE UNDERSTAND that Mr. J. N. Hiaatns, Q.C.; will in future 
attach himself to the court of Mr. Justice Kay. 





By ARRANGEMENT with the leading counsel present in the Court 
of Appeal, sitting at Westminster on Wednesday last, final 
appeals will not be taken at Lincoln’s-inn till Monday next. 





WE UNDERSTAND it has been arranged that, in the absence of 
the Lord Chancellor, Lord Penzance will preside at the sittings 
of the House of Lords for hearing appeals during the present 
month, and that Lord Carrns will preside at the sittings during 
December. 





Tae TRIAL oF LeFrRoy will probably rank among the increasingly 
and inordinately lengthy criminal investigations of recent times, 
but some exaggerated statements have appeared as to the number 
of witnesses to be examined. We understand the number to be 
called by the prosecution is 69. 





Ir 18 UNDERSTOOD that progress is being made with the scheme 
for placing the funds paid into court in the Queen’s Bench Divi- 
sion under the control of the Chancery Paymaster, and it is prob- 
able that as soon as the new rules rendered necessary by the 
transfer have been finally settled, the change will be effected. 





THE FOLLOWING are the rooms in the Royal Courts of Justice 
now occupied by the Chief Clerks of Mr. Justice Curry :—Mr. 
Burney is placed in room No. 252; Mr. Hawxrns in room 315; 
and Mr. MarsHatt in room 303. The rooms of the junior clerks 
in each division are contiguous to those of their respective Chief 
Clerks. 





THe Promotion of Mr. Justice Linpizy to the Court of 
Ap deserves the plaudits bestowed upon it in the daily press. 
It is necessary to have judges of learning in that court, and the 
new Lord Justice is a judge of great learning, and not less dis- 
tinguished by common sense, fairness of mind, and unvarying 
courtesy. The appointment of Mr. Forp Norrn, Q.C., to the 
judgeship in the Queen’s Bench Division vacated by Lord Justice 
LInDLEY occasioned a little surprise when it was first announced. 
But it is only fair to add that the more his appointment bas been 
thought over the less is the surprise, at any rate in Lincoln’s-inn. 
Mr. Norra, during almost the whole of his career, has had a 
large and important practice, and in the last few years he has 
shown considerable skill and ability as a leader in one of the more 
stirring and active courts of the Chancery Division. As a junior 
Mr. NortH was especially noted for the neatness and precision of 
his draftsmanship both in conveyancing and in drawing pleadings. 
The qualities which produced these merits continued to be seen in 
his arguments while within the bar, and they will, no doubt, do 
him good service on the bench. It is too much to ask of every 
newly-made judge that a great career shall seem a certainty for 
him. It is something to feel sure, as we do in the present case, 
that the new judge will prove a good, serviceable, working 


member of the court. L48611 
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THE a TRIBUNAL OF ARBITRATION is now, it 
ap , in full working order, so far, at least, as regards arbi 
i and scale of ‘eat But sad to say, although there are numerous 
judges doubtless eager to, leave their mills and counting-houses, 
and A secre the dull routine of ing money ; there 
are rules framed on the attractive of “ making as little 
regulation as possible ” ; although hare SS ceale of fees “ 
in a spirit of economy,” the public displey a shocking lack of 
pethedi s of these pe Meret There is Ai parvo before 
the court. Now, although a good deal may be done in the way 
of lengthening out the hearing of a single case, an end must come 
sooner or later, and then there confronts us the sad spectacle of 
judicial machinery standing idle for want of raw material. The 
question which now must press seriously for consideration by 
the promoters of the new tribunal is how to ensure « constant 
supply of controversy. It appears to us that they might takea hint 
from the practice prevalent elsewhere. It is, we believe, usual 
to present a book to the first couple married in any church or 
chapel. Now if the promoters would present a handsomely-bound 
copy of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, to the originator of the 
“ great first cause,” at the same time suggesting that the tribunal 
will be ready to discuss points of doubt arising under that Act, 
we think there would be a reasonable prospect of occupation for 
the Tribunal. 





THERE IS A GROWING ANXIETY among a large class of solicitors 
as to the course which will be taken by the Council of the In- 
corporated Law Society with reference to settling the scale under 
the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act. The council ought to have, and 
no doubt will have, through its president, a leading part in settling 
the general order which will prescribe and regulate the remunera- 
tion of solicitors in conveyancing matters. And before the order 
is made the whole council will have an opportunity of considering 
its proposed provisions, and making pcrvetinns a i 
thereon, which must be taken into consideration by the framers 
of the order before it is made. We agree with our corres- 
pondent Arrquis (who, by the way, does not belong to the 
‘smaller fry” of whom he speaks) that no one supposes the 
council will consciously ignore or slight the interests of the 
humbler members of the profession. But there is a widespread 
feeling that a body composed mainly of partners in large firms, 
whose business lies chiefly in large transactions in which a very 
small percentage will be remunerative, may not be fully aware of 
the amount of labour and anxiety involved in those comparatively 
small transactions which form the staple of the business of the 
great majority of solicitors. It will be a fatal mistake to pro- 

und a compulsory scale of remuneration on purchases ‘which, 

ike the last voluntary scale, actually gives, on a small purchase, 
less to the solicitor for all the labour and responsi of in- 
vestigating the title, &e., than the auctioneer receives for the 
mere sale. Perhaps we may be itted to that it is 
above all things desirable that the president of the 

Law Society, and the president of the country law 
who is to be his colleague on the committee, should 
thoroughly at one as to the scale to be allowed in small transac- 
tions. Divided counsels will inevitably lead to disaster. 


rf 





g 


THE soLEMN CEREMONY of the presentation and swearing 
the Lord Mayor, which will take place on Wednesday next in the 
Queen’s Bench Division of the High Court, is dealt with some- 
what singularly by the Judicature Act of last session (44 & 
Vict. c. 68). By section 17 of that Act it is enacted that “th 

resentation and swearing of the Lord Mayor of the city of 
mdon, which has heretofore taken place in the Court of Ex- 





chequer at Westminster after every annual election into that 
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office, pursuant to charters granted by her Majesty’s royal pre- 
decessors to the citizens of London, and to” 24 Geo. 2, c. 48, 
“ shall henceforth take place in the Queen’s Bench Division of her 
Majesty’s High Court of Justice, or before the judges of that 
Division at the same time and in the same manner has hath been 
heretofore accustomed in the Court of Exchequer.” Turning to 
24 Geo. 2, ce, 48, s. 11, we find it there recited that the charters 
direct that “the Mayor of the city of London, after he is chosen, 
shall be presented and sworn before the King or Queen of England 
in their Court of Exchequer, or before the barons of the said 
court,” and it is enucted that the “solemnity of presenting 
and swearing in the manner and form heretofore used on the 
twenty-ninth day of October shall be kept and observed on the 
ninth day of November in eyery year.” It may be doubted 
whether the new statute ensures all the solemnity of the old one. 
The old statute, read with the recited charters, expressly provides 
for the Lord Mayor being received either by the Sovereign in 
person or by the barons. The new one leaves it a little doubtful 
whether a presentation to and swearing before An officer of court 
would not be equally valid with a presentation to and swearing 
before the judges; for, says the statute, the presentation and 
swearing are to take place in the Queen’s Bench Division or 
before the judges of that Division. The oration, in delivering 
which the late venerable Chief Baron used to take so much de- 
light, way we hope, be considered to be permitted rather than 
y 


required by the statute. 





We osserve that Mr. Justice Warxrx Wititams has been 
making some observations to the grand jury at the Exeter 
Assizes with regard to the present system of holding four criminal 
assizes yearly. He observes that there seems to be an absurdity 
in the present arrangement by which the quarter sessions are held 
one week, and a week or two afterwards a similar machinery is 
brought into play for the purpose of trying what, with very few 
exceptions, is a very similar class of prisoners. We think that 
every person familiar with the course of criminal practice must 
have felt this. The cases that come before the judges at assizes 
are not, in many cases, necessarily more difficult, nor do they 
necessarily involve heavier punishments, than those tried at 
quarter sessions, A larceny may be as difficult a case as a per- 
jury, and if there is a previous conviction, may involve penal 
servitude, In the one case our system requires the highest judicial 
pe ig with all the pomp and ceremony of the assizes; in the 
other, some muddle-headed local magnate, without the slightest 
judicial training or capacity, may preside, The suggestion of the 
con judge is, that there should be some sort of an amalgama- 
tion of the sessions and assizes ; that they might be held together 
quarterly, and if it were thought necessary by the local authorities 
to have the assistance of a judge of the High Court of Justice, they 
could demand it, but if not, they need not do so. This would 
obviate the inconvenience, loss of time, and trouble involved in 
having a double machinery for similar purposes. This suggestion 
is worthy of consideration, but the learned judge, of course, 
throws it out quite in the rough, and, before deciding as to 
its desirability or otherwise, it would be necessary to know 
in detail how it was proposed to fill in the sketch. 

The learned judge suggests that it would be a great advantage to 
the judges, as well as to the local magistrates, that they should be 
associated together in the administration of the law of the country. 
We do not know whether the learned judge had any definite idea 
in his mind when he made this somewhat complimentary remark 
to the grand jury, but we fail exactly to see the meaning of it. A 
chairman of quarter sessions trying a case in one court, anda 
judge trying a case in another, cannot, as far as we can see, derive 
much advantage from their mutual proximity. The former might 
occasionally consult the latter if puzzled by any point of law, but 
we doubt whether this would net prove of much advantage in 

ractice, and what advantage the judge can derive we are at a 

to see. So far as any benefit may be derived by the unpaid 
magistracy from observations of the judicial demeanour and im- 
pereeliiy of the judges, they have opportunities of observing 
those ¢ teristics already at assizes, and would have less 
‘opportunity if occupied at assizes by judicial duties of their 


under the guidance of persons totally destitute of special training 
not long continue could public attention be sufficiently awakened 
to preside at sessions, men whose knowledge and position would 


very exceptional difficulty or importance, is, in our opinion, the 
proper mode of economising the time of our judges in this respect. 
We fear the amalgamation of sessions and assizes would be an 
obstacle to the success of such a course, because we contemplate 
men of position in practice taking such appointments, as in the 
case of recorders. And if the sessions and assizes were held to- 
gether, there would be a difficulty about this when civil business 
was taken at assizes. The subject needs, and as, it seems to us, 
must soon receive, consideration in connection with the general 
judicial arrangements of the country. 





Tar AOT OF THE LATE SESSION, “ to amend the law of Coroners 
in Ireland,” 44 & 45 Vict. c. 35, deserves the attention of the legal 
profession. It will be remembered that Sir R. Cross’s Consolida- 
tion Bill of 1879, which applied to England only, restricted the 
office of coroner to barristers and solicitors. Any hopes which 
may have been founded on this measure have been doomed to be 
disappointed, for when we read the Irish Act of which we speak 
we find that any person who “is duly qualified to practice medi- 
cine or surgery, and registered as such under the Medical Act of 
1858, or any Act amending the same,’ is qualified to be elected 
coroner equally with a barrister, solicitor, or justice of the peace. 


Vict. c. 37, 8. 8, are those who enjoy the county parliamentary 
franchise, to decide whether a doctor or a lawyer is a proper 
person to fill the post. The Act 44 & 45 Vict. c. 35, also abolishes 
the property qualification ; prescribes an annual salary, equal to the 
average amount of inquests held for five years, in lieu of fees ; 
cuts down the duration of the poll at elections from two days to 
one ; provides for the payment of “ poor” witnesses at a rate not 


coroner’s jury to return a verdict, the coroner is functus officio, 
unless agreement should be arrived at by the curious process of a 
lecture from the judge of assize in open court. 








The following affecting sentiment was, says the Central Law Journal, 
Mr. Hunt's toast at the Ohio bar dinner :—To Our Clients,—In the hours of 
our ardent desire to impart to others that deep knowledge of the law for which 
our years of student life and later experience so eminently qualify us, our 
client is there to ‘listen and believe. In our hours of despondency and sorrow 
over untoward judgments and adverse verdicts, our cliont is there to receive 
our execrations, because his proofs did not support his statements. In our 
hours of victory, when our hearts swell with the memory of our successes in 
tion and admiration—and Pay our fee, And in our festivities, when 
things of this life, in meat an 


are ample, and our communications with our clients have driven want for ever 
from our doors, what can be mere fitting—more delicately and more beauti- 
fally appropriate—than that our clients should be remembered and toasted ? 


In the Queen’s Bench Division on Thursday, says the St. James’s Gazette, 
before Grove and Bowen, JJ., Willis, Q.C., with whom was Murray, on 
behalf of the defendants in the case of Ner/ander v. Eddojls, appealed against 
a decision of the judge of the Southwark County Court holding that a person 
not being a solicitor wes entitled to recover the sum of two guineas for 
work done and disbursements made in connection with a case tried in that 
court. No one a in support of the decision. Their lordships were of 
opinion that the case came within the provisions of the Solicitors Acts, which 


rendered no cheaper; on the contrary, the costs woul 





own. The opinion which we haye often expressed before, 


In these circumstances the decision of the county court judge must be 


and which we continue strongly to hold, is that our | 
present system of allowing the characters and liberties of | 
our fellow subjects to be disposed of at quarter sessions | 


enable them to deal with all but cases of murder or other cases of | 
















or fitness, is in reality nothing short of a public scandal, and could * ; 


to it. The appointment of competent paid professional chairmen 





It is left, therefore, to the electors, who, in Ireland, by 9 & 10 2 


exceeding two shillings a day, and empowers a coroner to discharge i 
a jury in case of disagreement and summon a fresh one. In — 
England, it will be remembered, that, in case of inability of a © 


verdict and judgment, lo, our client is there to wring oar band in congratula- — 


ad pcr 
drink, are before us, and the bow! goes round and ~ 
beauty smiles upon us, and we glow over the thought that our bank accounts — 


prohibited unauthorized persons from recovering costs claimed by them for 
work done as agents in the preparation and conduct of causes in the county — 
courts, The restriction was a most wholesome one, as it protected suitors — 
from being made the victims of mere knaves who touted for business outside — 
the county courts. If the restriction were removed, bn proceedings would be — 
be much increased by — 
allowing any person to make any charge he chose, which would not, like a 
regular solicitor’s bill, be subject to the taxation and the control of the court. — 
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THE NEWSPAPER LIBEL ACT. 


THE —— of “rs Act passed during i last session, gs 
somew. clumsily, the Ne r Libel and Registration Act, 
introduce important aunieate the law relating to libel. These 
provisions illustrate very forcibly the disadvantages arising from 
the piecemeal mode of legislation which unfortunately is scarcely 
avoidable owing to the rapidly fluctuating exigencies of modern 
civilization. It is impossible that the law should preserve any- 
thing like breadth and symmetry of general structure, onyoes as 
it is to this constant patching and paring. But 'the legist or 
student who would fain approach the law from a scientific point 
of view must admit with a sigh that the law was made for men, 
not men for the law. It is like the case of an old country house ; 
the original design has been entirely lost sight of; the lines and 
idea of the old structure can hardly be conjectured, what with 
wings added here and stories there; but, after all, houses are 
meant to be lived in, and the successive owners were obliged to 
make elegance and symmetry subservient to use. 

The first thing that strikes one with regard to the Act is that 
it obviously arose out of certain definite exigencies in connection 
with the newspaper press, and that little or no attempt was 
probably made to consider the matters directly aimed at in their 
relation to the law of libel in general. The worst of legislation 
of this sort is that it necessarily involves a possibility of entirely 
dislocating the structure of the law on a particular subject, and 
of introducing violent anomalies and inconsistencies. Newspaper 
proprietors, publishers, and editors now stand on a different 
footing in certain respects from that of other persons with regard 
to the law of libel. It may be right that they should do so, but 
we doubt whether the question has ever been duly weighed from 
this point of view, the object having merely been from time to 
time to free that particular class of persons from hardships 
against which they were, perhaps justly, clamorous. 

The 2nd section of the Act provides that any report published 
in any newspaper of the proceedings of a public meeting shall be 
privileged, if such meeting was lawfully convened fora lawful pur- 
pose and open to the public, and if such report was fair and aceu- 
rate and published without malice, and if the publication com- 
plained of was for the public benefit; provided always that the 
protection intended to be afforded by this section shall not be 
available as a defence in any proceeding, if the plaintiff or prose- 
eutor can show that the defendant has refused to insert in the 
newspaper in which the report containing the matter complained 
of appeared a reasonable letter or statement of explanation or 
contradiction by or on behalf of such plaintiff or prosecutor. 
The words appear to be taken verbatim from the report of a 
Select Committee of the House of Commons appointed to consider 
the subject. A great many questions will necessarily arise on the 
wording of this section, and it appears to us that the restrictions 
involved by some of the words will very much cut down the scope 
of the protection afforded. What meetings may be said, in this 
relation, to be open to the public? Many of the meetings as to 
which such questions have arisen in the decided cases, and the 
proceedings of which are commonly reported, especially in country 
newspapers, are not, we apprehend, open to the public. Is a poli- 
tical meeting, to which the admission is by ticket only, open to 
the public ? We do not suppose that meetings of vestries, boards 
of guardians, other public boards, and such like, are open to the 
public in fact. Nor, again, are meetings of shareholders, sub- 
seribers to large charities, and other similar meetings. It seems 
doubtful whether any meeting to which there is not absolutely free 
admission to any member of the public who chooses to apply for 
it can be said to be open to the public. 

The provisions that the report must be fair and accurate, and 
published without malice, do not present much difficulty. The 
question whether the publication was for the public benefit may, 
no doubt, give rise to difficulty, but the same question arises in the 
case of a plea under Lord Campbell’s Act to an indictment for 
libel, and a jury may be trusted to deal reasonably with such a 
question. More difficult questions will arise as to whether letters 
or statements of explanation or contradiction tendered to the news- 
paper by the plaintiff or prosecutor are reasonable. An editor will 
sometimes be in a difficulty. It will not uently hap- 
pen that the letter or statement so tendered will itself contain a 





libel. Of course if such libel is wholly unconnected gray 
ject-matter of the original libel it would, we should 
the letter or statement of explanation or contradiction unreasonable, 
But it may often happen that it is incidental or necessary to the 
vindication of the party libelled that he should accuse his accuser, 
If A. at a public meeting accuses B. of misapplying funds, a letter 
of contradiction alleging that A. was once guilty of would 
be clearly inadmissible ; but how if it is a necessary part B.’s 
explanation to allege that A. was the party who the 
funds? Thus our editor will be placed in a deli 

The 3rd section of the Act is one which will be very beneficial. 
It prohibits the commencement of any criminal prosecution 
a newspaper proprietor, publisher, or editor for libel without the 
allowance of the Director of Public Prosecutions, or in Ireland of 
the Attorney-General. We adverted some time ago to the neces- 
sity for some check on the power of the private individual to set 
the Crown in motion in cases of criminal prosecutions for libel, and 
it appears to us that this check will prove most convenient and 
salutary. But here the objection to the piecemeal character of the 
legislation which we before put forward again arises. Why should 
this protection be confined to newspaper i and editors? 
We can imagine many cases in which well-meaning persons may 
have unfortunately brought themselves within the law of libel 
without much, if any, moral blame attaching to them, and against 
whom it is not right that a criminal prosecution should be instituted 
to gratify private malice and vindictive feeling. ‘We do not see, 
inasmuch as libel is the subject both of civil and criminal proceed- 
ings, why in any case the uncontrolled discretion of a private indi- 
vidual should be allowed to determine whether the nature of the 
case calls for the vindication of the publie right, and consequently 
the application of criminal law. 

The 4th section of the Act, as we recently pointed out, may 
be said to be a section reversing the decision of the Queen’s 
Beneh Division in Reg. v. Oarden (L. R. 5 Q. B. D. 1). 
It provides that a court of summary jurisdiction; upon the 
hearing of a charge against a proprietor, publisher, or editor, 
or any other person responsible for the publication of- a 
newspaper for a libel published therein, may receive evidence 
as to the publication being for the public benefit; and as to the 
matters charged in the hbel being true, and as to the — 
being fair and accurate, and published without maliee, as 
to any matter which, under this or any other Act or otherwise, 
might be given in evidence by way of defence by the 
charged on his trial or indictment, and the if of i 
after hearing such evidence, that there is’a or 
presumption that the jury on the trial would i 
charged, may dismiss the case. Again, with 
vision, the objection before urged arises. The 
the defence to which this section relates was 
Campbell’s Act, and it is not confined to cases 
libels, but applies to all defendants in criminal 
libel. In Reg. v. Ourden it was held that the magistrate, upon 
preliminary inquiry, has no power to inquire into the matters’ 
which constitute such a defence, because it is only on 
by the terms of Lord Campbell’s Act that the truth of 
becomes material. This decision must be taken to stand as’ to: 
cases other than those dealt with by the section of the Act we are 
discussing. Therefore, in the case of a newspaper proprietor or 
other such person connected with a newspaper as mentioned in 
the section, the magistrate can inquire into the of the. 
and whether its publication was for the public 3; in the 
of any other person he cannot, Take the case of a person 
a libellous letter to a newspaper and being indieted with the 
for the libel. The magistrate apparently, on proof of the publica- 
tion of the libel, is bound to commit the one for trial, whereas in 
the case of the other he must go into the further question arising 
upon the defence that the libel was true, and that it was for the 
public good that it should be published, and niay come to the 
conclusion that he ought not to commit for trial. ‘This seems to 
be an anomaly. ; 

The Act provides for a summary conviction ‘and fine in eases of 
libel where the defendant consents to the ease being summarily 
dealt with, and also brings libel within the Vexgatious Indictment 
Act. The provisions of the Act with regard to the registration of 
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newspapers deal with matters of machiyery, and have already been 


discussed in our columns. 
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THE PROCEDURE COMMITTEE’S REPORT. 
Ill. 


A FuRTHER portion of appellate jurisdiction is cut out for the 
Court in Banc, namely, appeals from chambers in the Queen’s 
Bench Division. 

‘** Similar considerations have led us, on the whole, to the conclusion that 
the interlocutory appeal from the judge at chambers in the special cases in 
which, under resolution 9, it will be allowed should be to the Court in Banc, 
which must, as we have seen, exist for some purposes, and which can transact 
the appeals from judges’ chambers more expeditiously, and probably with 
less expense to the suitor, than the Court of Appeal.” 

Hence it is proposed as follows :— 


**8, The appeal from a master shall be to a judge in chambers. 

**9. The appeal from a decision of a judge at chambers shall be to the 
Court in Bane ; such appeal shall only take place, in cases of special difficult 
and importance, when allowed by the judge giving the decision, or wit 
special leave of such court. 

** As the jurisdiction of the judge at chambers extends beyond matters of 

ure, the following resolution was necessary :— 

‘10. The resolution as to limiting appeals from a judge in chambers shall 
apply to matters of procedure and practice only.” ° 
We are at present concerned with these resolutions only so far 
as concerns the appeal from chambers, but we quote the whole 
that the scheme may be seen in its connection and entirety. 

Now, with much care and trouble a uniform code of procedure 
for the Queen’s Bench and Chancery Divisions has been twice 
provided. First, by the schedule of rules attached to the Judicature 
Act, 1873 ; secondly, in what must be assumed to be an improved 
shape, by the rules attached to the Judicature Act, 1875. Not 
only this, but numerous additional rules and numerous decisions 
have further explained and enlarged these rules, the Court of Ap- 
peal performing the useful function of upholding a uniformity of 
practice. It is now proposed to throw this machinery out of gear ; 
and not, indeed, to cancel what has been done, but to provide 
means for its cancellation, and to draw the procedure into separate 
lines, by creating two distinct Courts of Appeal for the Queen’s 
Bench and the Chancery Divisions, the latter of which is to con- 
tinue as now to be the Court of Appeal and the former a court 
composed of judges of the Queen’s Bench Division, the one 
composed of judges of higher, the other of judges of less 
rank and authority, yet the one of less rank and authority not 
bound (as it certainly would not in the proposed state of things be 
bound) to follow the decisions of the one of higher rank and 
authority. 4 

This is so strange a result that the very statement of it is enough 
to throw doubt on the proposal ; and, if this is the only alternative, 
it would seem better to retain the present system. 

If the object is to lessen the number of appeals on matters of 
practice in the Queen’s Bench Division, this might be readily done 
by taking away the — to the Divisional Court, and sending the 
litigant direct to the Court of Appeal. But although this would 
reduce by half the number of hearings of those cases which 
now reach the Appeal Court, and would certainly not add 
to the business of that court anything like the number of 
those which now go no further than the Divisional Court, 
it would undoubtedly increase very materially the number 
of cases which the Appeal Court would have to consider. 
And although the strong reluctance now entertained by 
that court to occupying its time with these matters is, to a great 
extent, due to their consciousness that almost every hearing by 
them of a matter of practice is a third appeal, with a fourth set of 
costs, that reluctance would probably still continue if the ground 
of objection were lessened by the hearing being only a second 
appeal. For even now these appeals interrupt the regular course 
of business; if increased in number they would do so still more. 
They also consume the strength of a court, which thinks, perhaps 
truly, that it might be better occupied than in hearing matters of 
seco importance. 

But, on the other hand, it would be a most serious misfortune if 
the controlling action of an appellate court acting for both 
Divisions were removed, 

There is, however, another point to be considered. It is believed 
by many, and the present proposals seem to exaggerate this view 
to the highest point, that the course of procedure in the two 
Divisions ought, in some respects, to run in different lines. Why, 








is not so plain. It has been stated by a very eminent judge of the 
Chancery Division, that two-thirds of the cases which come before 
him are pure common law cases. Why, then, should it have been 
laid down by the same learned judge that the mere circumstance 
of an action being brought in the Chancery Division is a sufficient 
reason for following a different practice as to discovery from that 
sanctioned by the Court of Appeal in the other Division? Some 
may think that interrogatories may often be quite as idle and 
mischievous in the former Division as in the latter. But at any 
rate the opinion is held; and it may be that different rules on 
some points should prevail in different classes of actions, though 
not in actions distinguished by this rude and inaccurate classifica- 
tion. But clearly the distinction should be minimised, and its 
limits should be carefully laid down. It is submitted that these 
objects would be best attained if worked out by a court of appeal 
for practice more constant in its constitution than the present 
court (a quality, however, in which the present Court of Appeal 
surpasses that which is proposed by the Committee for one merely 
of the Division), and in which the two lines into which practice 
tends to separate might be equally represented, and by whose 
decision all judges would be bound. The advantages of a court 
constant in its elements may be well illustrated by what took place 
when the Judicature Acts first came into operation. It happened 
that for some months the business at the chambers of the Queen’s 
Bench, Common Pleas, and Exchequer Divisions was transacted 
by that very experienced and able judge, Lord Justice (then 
Justice) Lush; and during his rule the practice was rapidly 
assuming a clear, consistent, and practical shape. But no 
judge can be expected to remain always at this harassing 
work, and on his removal from chambers, under a succession 
of judges rapidly changing, and in a kind of judicial work where 
no judge considers himself bound by precedent, the practice 
quickly began to fall to pieces, and everything went into confu- 
sion. We have, then, a reason why for practice there should be 
a court of appeal as constant in its elements as can be reasonably 
attained, and one where each kind of practice (as things now 
stand) should be equally represented by experience and know- 
ledge, but neither be predominant by a casting vote. In such a 
court, if anywhere, a serious attempt might be reasonably antici- 
pated to establish, so far as possible, a uniformity of practice, and 
to discriminate carefully the classes of cases in which, if that were 
found necessary, different rules should prevail. There would be 
no difficulty in constituting such a court from the judges of 
appeal; and the reason above stated points to a court of two 
members of the Court of Appeal, selected by the court for that 
purpose, continuing to exercise their function without change for 
a reasonable length of time (say three months), and Page 
alternately, so that the tradition might continue constant. Fur- 
ther, it is manifestly desirable that the questions of practice should 
be rapidly disposed of, and should not either be themselves 
delayed by the rarity of the uccasions when the court sits to take 
such business, or, by their interposition, distract and di » as 
they do now, the order of other appeal business. And this end 
would also be attained by the existence of a court whose primary 
function would be to transact such business. It is further desirable 
that the judges of such a court should be members of a compara- 
tively small body, so that in the event of new and doubtful points 
arising, which may occasion a difference of opinion, the general 
sense of its members may be taken with the less difficulty. And 
this condition would also be answered by the court now proposed. 
If, however, the Court of Appeal cannot be raised to such a 
strength as to allow of two judges being withdrawn from it for — 
this purpose, the same object might be effected, though less per- 
fectly, by constituting the court of two judges of the High Court. 
Yet such an alternative could not be accepted without grave mis- 
givings whether the results would be as favourable, or nearly as 
favourable. It is easy to speak of points of practice as subordinate 
and trivial ; but, in fact, all who are experienced in the conduct of — 
litigation know well that they are of the highest importance to the — 
right and just trial of the matter litigated; and if judges of the — 
Court of Appeal continue to be what they are now, in weight, 
knowledge, and in breadth of view, it is not easy to see why their 
power and ability should not be used to bring und keep intoa — 
coherent and steady shape so important a branch of law. 


And there is this further consideration. Is it prudent or reason- 






























idly 


sing 
sion 
ere 
tice 
ifu- 
| be 
ably 
now 
Ow - 
ch a 
tici- 
and 
were 
1 be 
s of 
two 
that 
. for 
ged. 
Fur- 
ould 
lves 
take 
e, as 
end 
nary 
able 


ints 
eral 
And 
sed. 
ch a 
; for 
per- 
ourt. 


ly as 
nate 
ot of 
» the 


ight, 
eir 
ito a 














Nov. 5, 1861. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. ig 





a 





able that the judges of the Court of Appeal should be so far 
divorced from practice that they should have to take instruction 
in it from time to time when it happens to become important that 
they should know it? For the same reason that it is desirable that 
they should preside at the trial of causes, and for the very purpose 
of enabling them to preside efficiently, it may be urged that they 
should preserve a frequent and intimate connection with the whole 
course which is pursued by those matters, the substantial issues in 
which come before them for decision. It may be doubted whether 
their time could be better occupied. 

But an objection may be raised to this proposal, founded on the 
well-known distrust with which a court of two is regarded. It is 
often said (and what is said. represents the truth to a very large 
extent) that in such @ court, if both judges are strong, they will 
differ ; if one is strong and one is weak, the strong man absorbs the 
weak one, and if both are weak they only coincide in infirmity. 
The first is the dangerous case here, for it may be fairly assumed 
that the judges of the Court of Appeal are strong, though not all 
perfect equals in strength. But when the matter is looked 
at it will be found tbat what constitutes an objection 
when the matter for decision is a rule of substantive law, or 
the application of such a rule to facts, is removed or becomes a 
positive advantage when the matter in question is one of procedure. 
Such matters are not matters of strict logic but of practical con- 
venience. A court which is to regulate and harmonize practice 
will not be one in which such strong individual views are likely to 
prevail. If there bé a difference of opinion in the application of a 
rule to facts, the necessary result of having the decision affirmed 
will in this class of cases be a sufficient presumption of its correct- 
ness. If the court differ as to a rule, it will be almost a matter of 
course that, as has happened on several occasions, their ultimate 
decision will be that of others as well as of themselves, and the 
rule laid down will gain additional weight from that circumstance. 

But we may, perhaps, adduce a stronger argument—namely, the 
provision of section 12 of the Judicature Act, 1875, which (in this 
respect varying the rule of section 53 of the Act of 1873) allows 
appeals in interlocutory matters to be heard before two judges 
only. Hitherto this provision has been practically a dead letter, 
because it is rarely convenient or possible to constitute a court of 
two without discharging a third from duty; but under the pro- 
posal we venture to make, the intention of the Legislature would 
have practical effect given to it. 

But will there be any difficulty in supplying this court from the 
Court of Appeal? When the Court of Appeal came into full working 
order after the Appellate Jurisdiction Act, it numbered, excluding 
the Lord Chancellor, but including the Master of the Rolls, who sat 
frequently, and the three chiefs, who sat occasionally, nine mem- 
bers. It now numbers, still excluding the Lord Chancellor, but in- 
cluding the Master of the Rolls as a permanent judge, and the Lord 
Chief Justice, only seven members. At the former period then it 
was possible to find nine judges of the first rank and weight. Why 
will it be now impossible to find other nine of equal calibre? If 
then the Lord Chief Justice, who has other great and important 
duties to discharge, be omitted, there would remain eight work- 
ing members—enough to form two courts of three for the hearing 
of ordinary appeals, and one court of two for hearing appeals on 
points of practice. So far no difficulty need be feared; and this 
gain will be effected, that the remaining Courts of Appeal, relieved 
from the hearing of practice cases, will be able to devote their 
whole time and energy to disposing without interruption of the 
ordinary work ; which may, perhaps, be found to give other advan- 
tages which we have not here space to discuss. 
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THE PRACTICAL EFFECT OF THE 
CONVEYANCING ACT. 
VI.—Covznants For TiTLE (continued). 


BErorE we sum up the practical results of our inquiries into 
section 7, the reader’s attention must be directed to one of its 
provisions not yet noticed by us. 

‘*(7.) A covenant implied as aforesaid may be varied or extended a 
and, as so varied or extended, shall, as far as may be, operate in like 
manner, and with all the like incidents, effects, and uences, as if such 
variations or extensions were directed in this section to be implied.” - 

There is nothing here said to restrict the deed varying the 
implied covenants to the deed in which the covenants are 
implied, and therefore it would seem that the covenants for 
title may be varied or extended at any time after the con 
by a separate deed. The operation of a subsequent deed may be 
somewhat doubtful, but there seems to be no doubt that the — 
covenants may be varied and extended at the pleasure of the 
parties, so that it be done by the deed in which the covenants are 
implied; and the varied or extended covenants are to operate in 
like manner, &e., as if the variations or extensions had been 
directed in the section to be implied. It would, therefore, seem 
that the incident of “ running,’ not only “with the land,” but 
with any part of the estate of the purchaser, will be attached to 
such variations and extensions. It is, therefore, a question of 
much interest what the expression “‘ may be varied or extended” 
occurring in sub-section (7), may be taken to imply. Would it, for 
example, authorize the insertion in the conveyance of the ordi 
covenants for title, accompanied by a declaration that they 
should be construed as variations or extensions of the implied 
covenants by virtue of section 7, sub-section (7)? If this mug: 
gestion should be found to be within the intention of. 

section (7), it seems to offer a method by which to avoid all 
the disadvantages which we are compelled to think inseparable 
from the implied covenants given in the Act, and at the same 
time to secure for the purchaser all the benefits offered by sub- 
section (6). 

To sum up the effect of this section: From the point of view of 
the vendor the implied covenants given by the Act seem to offer him 
a slight advantage, carrying back the chain of covenants to 
the last purchase for value, whether any covenants for title were 
entered into or not. This is in accordance with the view which 
we have above expressed on the scope of the covenants; but we 
may mention that the learned authors of a recently published text- 
book doubt whether the words “except by sama Bs for value” 
import the restriction by us attributed to it, ing to think that, 
in some cases, a covenant so qualified would “extend to the acts of 
every person in the chain of title who did not take the estate as a 
purchaser for value, notwithstanding the intervention of @ purchaser 
for value.” If this latter view be correct, the burden, in this 
respect upon the vendor will be very largely increased, instead 
of being a little diminished. The burden seems, at all events, to 
be increased for the vendor, by reason of his increased liability to 
be sued by sub-assigns of the purchaser for a breach of the cove- 
nants. So, at least, we understand the words of sub-section (6), 
“ The benefit of a covenant implied as aforesaid . . shall be 
capable of being enforced by every m in whom” the estate 
of the purchaser “is, for the whole or any part thereof, from 
time to time vested ;”’ though it is not usual to speak of 
the benefit of a covenant. If our view be taken of the effect of 
the qualification, “‘ otherwise than by purchase for value,” these 
objections seem to be not of sufficient weight to induce vendors to 
show firmness in refusing the implied covenants if pur 
should strongly desire them. The difficulty of 
covenants into practice is, upon that hypothesis, likely to arise 
rather from the side of the purchaser. Putting aside,as unworthy 
of notice, the trifling saving of a few folios in the engrossment, we 


, 


have to inquire what compensation offer for their greater 
difficulties of interpretation as com with the usual express 
covenants. There is little probability that the effect of their adoption 
will be to make the costs of the transaction less to the purchaser ; 
for no one supposes that the scale to be settled under the Soli- 
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citors’ Remuneration Act will afford a less remuneration 
solicitor carrying out the purchase than is afforded 
practice. And while we admit that the purchaser 


iF 
h 















6 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 








Nov. 5 1881. 








from the increased facility of enforcing the covenants given by 
sub-section (6), we own that this seems to us to be one of those 
advantages which may be accepted as a gift, but are hardly worth 
buying. 

VII.—* Att rae Estate” Cravsz. 

Th an early article we alluded to ‘the peculiar distribution of 
subjects in the Act. We had then particularly in mind, among 
other things, section 63, which is as follows :— 

**63,.—(1.) Every conveyance shall, by virtue of this Act, be effectual to 
pass all the estate, right, title, interest, claim, and demand which the con- 
veyancing parties respectively have, in, to, or on the property conveyed, or 
expressed or intended 60 to be, or which they respectively have power to 


conret in, to, or on the same. 
**( 2) This section applies only if and as far as a contrary intention is not 
xpress ed in the conveyance, and shall have effect subject to the terms of the 


conveyance and to the provisions therein contained. 

**(8). This section applies only to conveyances made after the commence- 
ment of the Act.” 

We think it convenient to place together those parts of the Act 
which aim at effecting a direct change in the external form of 
conveyances. 

We may plausibly suppose the design of the section to 
have been to insert the clause by implication in all those 
_ deeds in which, under the present practice, it is expressly 

inserted. But under the present practice, the clause is never 
expressly inserted in Jeases, in which, nevertheless, it would 
seem to be implied under the present section. By the inter- 
pretation clause, section 2, sub-section (v.), conveyance, unless 
a contrary intention appears, includes lease; and we fail in 
section 63 to discern any sufficient manifestation of an intention 
to exclude it. In section 7, “ demise by way of lease at a rent” is 
» swam d excluded from “conveyance’’ by a special interpretation 
clause applying only to that section. This is a ground for con- 
cluding that in sections of the Act which contain no such special 
provision the general interpretation clause is intended to take effect. 
It would, therefore, seem that, after the commencement of the Act, 
every lease for years made by an owner in fee simple would be 
prevented from operating, under section 63, sub-section (1), as a 
conveyance of the whole fee only by the restriction contained in 
sub-section (2). Moreover, since the operation of sub-section (1) 
seems to be prevented only by a contrary intention being expressed, 
a Goubt may be felt whether it will not be necessary, in every 
lease for years granted by a tenant in fee simple after the com- 
mencement of the Act, to insert an express clause to prevent the 
lease from operating as a conveyance of the whole fee. 


VIII.Proptcrion anp Sare Cusropy or Titte Deeps, 


Section 9 is designed to shorten or to supersede the covenant 
often entered into by a vendor for the production of title deeds 
retained by him as relating to other property besides the property 
sold; and it is, therefore, closely connected with the parts of the 
Act which aim at effecting a direct change in the form of convey- 
ances. The general plan of the section is remarkable, as approxi- 
mating tewards that which in our last article we as 
offering a possible improvement upon the general plan of section 7 ; 
that is to say, it aims at adjusting the rights and liabilities of the 
parties by means of a code of rules without express reference to 
the form of a covenant. Bat it requires a written acknowledgment 
‘or undertaking as a condition precedent to the existence of those 
rights and liabilities, instead of conferring them by implication in 
the absence of an expressed intention to exclude them. 

The first sub-section is as follows :— 

*(1.) Where a person retains ssion of documents, and gives to another 


ah acknowledgment in writing of the right of that other to the production of 
those documents, and to delivery of copies thereof (in this wo called an 
acknowledgment), that acknowledgment shall have effect as in this section 


Here we see nothing in any way to restrict the meaning of the 
word “ person,” or the word “another,” or the word “ documents ” ; 
or to connect the transaction with a sale or a conveyance of land 
or any other property. Only one condition seems to be {necessary 


to constitute an acknowledgment under the sub-section—viz., that 
possession of the documents shall have been retained. We do not 
ee how a pi can be said to retain that which he never had; 
tod therefore we do not think it clear that acknowledgments, 


meaning of the sub-section, could be given by the pur- 








chaser of the largest lot, and recipient of the title deeds, at an 
auction to the purchasers of the smaller lots. 








REVIEWS. 


MERCHANT SHIPPING. 


A Compenpium or THe Law or Meronant Suirrrnc: with AN APPENDIX 
CONTAINING ALL THE Sratures, Orpers in Counctn, anp Forms oF 
Practica Uritiry. By Frepertc Pamir Mavpe and Caartes Epwarp 
Pottocx, Barristers-at-Law. Fourru Epirron, By the Hon. Baron 
Pottockx and Garsrorp Brvce, Barristers-at-Law. Henry Sweet. 


“The first edition of this work,” we are told in tho preface, “‘ was 
published in 1853. It formed the labour of two young barristers, at a 
time when business either in court or chambers had scarcely begun to 
find them occupation.’”” The present edition had made great pape 
so far back as 1870, but its completion was stayed by the death of 
Mr. Maude, to whose ability there is a graceful testimony paid in the 
preface, ‘and it was not till five or six years later that the work was 
taken up anew by the surviving author and Mr. Gainsford Bruce.” 

The result is now before us in two large and handsome volumes, the 
first being the “compendium” properly so called, and the second an 
appendix containing the text of all the statutes and Orders in Council 
‘not ordinarily to be found except in the columns of the Gazette—with 
the exception! of a few of minor importance’”—having the force of law 
relating to merchant shipping, so as to be of service, “not only to the 
legal profession, but to coneuls at foreign ports, commanders of Queen’s 
ships, and shipowners, and others concerned in shipping.” 

It having beer so long a time—seventeen years—since the last edition 
was published, we may perhaps as well criticize the book as if it were a 
new one, especially as no less than forty-three enactments connected 
with the subject appear from the appendix to have been passed since 
1864, 

And, first, the arrangement of chapters—“ Title to Ships, The Owner, 
The Master, The Crew, The Pilot, Contract of Affreightment and its 
Incidents, Insurance, Hypothecation and Sale, Collision, Salvage, Towage, 
Wreck and Shipping Casualties, and Passengers”’—seems to us to be 
good, except that ‘‘ Towage ” appears to be a little ont of its place; the 
division of two of the chapters into parts is unfortunate, and the chapter 
on “ Passengers” ought either to have been omitted in a compendium 
on ‘‘ Merchant Shipping” or to have caused an enlargement of the title 
of the book. The sub-division of the chapters into sections is also neat 
and orderly, though it may perhaps be regretted that a simple and 
well-known mode of facilitating reference by placing the title of the sub- 
division at the top of each page has not been resorted to. 

So much for the form of the book. With regard to the substance, 
shipping law being contained in a multitude of statutes, Orders in 
Council, and reported cases, the object of the compendium is to bring 
this tripartite law into one, so that the reader may find out in a page or 
two all that he wants upon a particular head. We have no hesitation 
in saying that this object has been attained. Here and there are instances 
—eg., at pp. 63 and 162—of too full a statement of statutory law for a 
compendium ; but, speaking generally, we find that the effect only of the 
statutes is succinctly and accurately stated. Where the exact words of 
a section, however, are reproduced at length, we miss the inverted 
commas which should tell the reader that the Legislature and not the 
text-writer is speaking. 

The cases are also, generally speaking, very well treated, except that 
they are occasionally too much relegated to the notes (see, eg., note f, 
at p. 320, relating to a “safe port’’). In some instances also, as in that 
of The Teutonia (L. R. 3 A. & E. 394, 4 P. C. 171), we have too much 
statement of fact, and too little statement of principle. As an instance 
of a slip in the other direction, we find a bare reference to the important 
case of Doolan v. Midland Railway Company (L. R. 2 App. Oas. 792), 
and no mention made of the curious difference of opinion, arising out of 
the subject-matter of that case, between the English and the Irish 
courts. In the comments on the cases, which are careful, and are seldom 
absent where needed, we find too much aptness to ‘“‘ distinguish,” and 
too much abstinence from pronouncing an opinion, Thus, where mutual 
insurance associations are dealt with (p. 443), it is by no means easy to 
see what the view of the authors, if they have one, is. 

Upon the general style of the work it is difficult to bestow too high 
praise. It has that very rare combination of excellences—it is at once 
pleasant reading and accurate, 

The second volume, or appendix as it is called, will be found of very 
great practical use. In addition to all the Merchant Shipping Statutes, 
it appears to contain some forty Orders in Council, some sixty forms, a 
most elaborate * General Table of Pilotage Authorities in England and 
Wales, showing the extent of the limits of the jurisdiction of each 
authority,” &., anda “List of Certain Ports in Scotland and Ireland 
with respect to which Statutory Provisions as to Pilotage exist.” Wo 
can only regret that so almost complete a collection should ‘have been 
marred ever so little by the omission of some minor Orders in Oouneil 
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(not so far as we can discover, particularized) and by the addition of that 
tiresome thing, a “supplementary appendix’ of statutes of minor 
importance, and other matters. 





PARLIAMENTARY COSTS. - 


ParuiaMEentaRY Costs—Privatz Bitis—Exzcrion Perrrions—Arrzats 
Houser or Lorps. By Epwarp Wenster, Esq. Fourrs Epirion. By 
C. Cavanacu, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons. 


The last edition of Webster was published in 1867, and since that date 
there have been passed the House of Commons Costs Taxation Act, 1879, 
and the Act empowering Committees on Bills confirming Provisional 
Orders to award costs. As regards costs of election petitions, the matter in 
the last edition has, of course, become almost completely obsolete. The 
result is that a large part of the book has been re-written by Mr. 
Cavanagh. The portion relating to Costs of Election Petitions, which is 
entirely new, is well-arranged, and, so far as we have tested it, complete 
and accurate. The like may be said of part 3—Costs in al Causes in 
the House of Lords. Inthe part of the book relating to Private Bill 
Costs, a table of the fees charged at the House of Lords has 
been added, which has been compiled with the assistance of 
the Receiver of Fees. In the section of the book on the Acts relative 
to the taxation, &c., of costs on private Bills, Mr. Cavanagh has inserted 
a cautious discussion of the effect of the House of Commons Taxation 
Act, 1879, on the decision of the Master of the Rolls in Zn re Morley 
(L. R. 20 Eq. 17), that the costs of applications to the Board of Trade 
for provisional orders under the Tramways Act, 1870, are to be taxed on 
the chancery and not on the parliamentary scale. His conclusion is 
that the decision has been practically overruled by the Act, and that all 
the costs of obtaining a provisional order are to be charged on the par- 
liamentary scale. On the whole, we think that the reputation of Webster 
will not suffer in the new editor's hands. 





COUNTY COURTS, 
Tue JurispicTIon AND Practice or tar County Courts Exciustve or 
ApMIRALTY AND Bankruptcy. By Gerorez Wasuineton Heywoop, 
Batrister-at-Law. Tutsp Epirion. W. Maxwell and Son. 


This is a well-edited edition of a very good book. Mr. Heywood, 
referring in his preface to an objection we raised to his last edition, that 
the last chapter ought to be the first, admits that the logical position of 
the last chapter orght to be at the beginning of the volume instead of 
the end, but justifies his retention of his former arrangement by saying 
that it is convenient for his plan of grouping to put it last. We cannot 
say our objection is removed, but we are willing to waive it in considera- 
tion of the excellent arrangement of the chapters relating to the practice 
of the county courts. Our use in practice of the last edition has led 
us to form a very favourable opinion of Mr. Heywood’s method of 
work. He does not shirk difficulties or abstain from the responsibility of 
offering practical hints for the guidance of the practitioner where no 
authoritative guide exists. We find the same characteristics in the 
present edition, and have pleasure in commending it to our readers. 





THE LAWYER’S COMPANION. 


Tue Lawygr’s Companion anp Diary, anp Lonpon anp Provincran Law 
Direcrory ror 1882. Edited by Joun Tuomepson, Esq., Barrister-at- 
Law. Tuurry-sixtu AnnvuaLIssvz. Stevens & Sons; Shaw & Song. 
The commencement of the legal year brings with it this excellent 

legal annual. To those who have used it praise is unnecessary; to 

those who have not used it we can heartily commend it. 








The state of business at Nisi Prius is, says the Times, as follows:—At the 
close of the summer sittings in Westminster there were left untried, of 
causes already entered, 46 special jury and 115 common jury causes, altogether 
161; and there were afterwards entered 29 special jury and 245 common jury 
causes—total, 75 special jury and 860 common jury causes. In London the 
totals were 161 special jury and 144 common jury causes, making together 245, 
Since then many other have been entered, and in Middlesex the whole 
number now entered is 4G od in London 255. 


In State v. Morris (47 Conn. 179), says the Albany Law Journal, a trial for 
burglary, for the purpose of showing that the offence was in the night, the 
State was pamper: to introduce in evidence a copy of an almanac, In Jfun- 
shower v. State (2 Cr. L, Mag, 320), an almanac was admitted to show the time 
of the rising of the moon on a given night, But in Sutton v. Darke (5 
H, & N. 647), Pollock, C.B., said, oditer, ‘‘The almanac is part of the law of 
England. In Regina v. Dyer (6 Mod. 41), it is stated that all the courts 
— it was; but it does not follow that all that is printed in every printed 
almanac is part of it, as, for instance, the proper time of planting and sowing. 
Also in Brough v. Perkins (6 id. 81), it is stated that the almanac is part 
of the law of England; bat the almanac is to go by that which is annexed 
to the common Prayer Book. Looking at that, I find it says nothing about 


ecg + ae of the sun, and I rather think that any information on 
that ot is recent.” 





CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE SOLICITORS’ REMUNERATION ACT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—Permit me to express my sympathy with “‘ Nemo,” who writes in 
your last week's issue. I do not for ® moment suppose that the Couneil 
would consciously ignore or slight the interests of the humbler members 
of the profession in the matter referred to. But it takes little considera. 
tion to perceive that what may suit “ Lincoln’s Inn” well enough, may, 
by no means, work fairly for smaller fry, who form the vast majority, 
and to whom, moreover, the compulsory adjustment of law charges will 
be a much more serious thing than to the more fortunate few. 

Axiguis, 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—Referring to the letter of “ Nemo ” in yonr last number, allow me 
to give two examples of the last scale of the Incorporat ed Law Society. 

Take a mortgage of leaseholds for £500, upon which the mortgagee’s 
solicitor would be entitled to £7 10s, for negotiating the loan, investi 
gating the title, and preparing and completing the m security. 
The commission on a similar mortgage for £300 would be £4 10s. 

Can the above amounts be considered adequate rem uneration for the 
work done ? J.B. 





THE PROBATE AND DIVORCE DIVISION, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—Order 37, rule 3c, of the Rules of April, 1880, provides that in 
any affidavit made by two or more deponents, it shall be sufficient to 
state in the jurat that it was sworn by “ both” or “all” the deponents. 

Rule 3e provides that any alteration in the jurat to an affidavit shall be 
authenticated by the initials of the officer taking the same. ; 

The officers of the Probate and Divorce Division decline to file any 
affidavit in which all the deponents are not named in the jurat, or in 





which there is any alteration in the jurat, although the alteration may 
be properly marked. 

The ground of such refusal is that the above rules do not apply to the 
Probate and Divorce Division. 

I am, of course, bound to presume that the officers are right ; but why 
should not the same rules apply in all the Divisions ? H. 





STAMP DUTY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 

Sir,—Replying to the letter of “ Inquirer,” appearing in your last 
number, it will be found that the duties payable in the cases put are 
respectively—(a) £12 10s. (ad valorem settlement duty); () 10s,; and 
(c) 10s, (respectively deed stamps), 

To offer a few observations in explanation and support of the above 
statement of the duties ; it has first to be noted that “ settlement” (i.¢., 
ad valorem) duty is payable in respect of “amy definite and certain 
principal sum of money, . . . or any definite and certain amount of 
stock, or any security.” So, therefore, real estate and chattels do not 
attract ad valorem or “ settlement’’. duty, — in the 
case of the trusts extending to the raising out of such. 
sum of money in favour of persons then (at the making of the 
in being. And, of course, in such case the duty does not attach to the 
real or chattel property, but to the sum of money to be raised out of it. 

On the other hand, a definite sum of money secured to the trusts by 
covenant (or bond, or mortgage) has always officially been deemed 
correctly, I think) to be chargeable with the ad valorem 
cases of settlement, one of such being the ease (a) put by “ Inquirer.” 
November 1. 


s 





THE ROYAL COURTS BRANCH BANK OF ENGLAND, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitore’ Journal} 


Sir,—I am not aware that any notice has yet been insetted in your 
columns of the recent opening of a branch of the Bank of England in the 
new law courts, called the Law Courts Branch. 

To this branch have bode Sea ara vis. 
(1) The ter-General for the time being on of the Court of 
Chancery ; (2) the of the Probate Registry ; (3) the 

of Causes Cash Account ; (4) the Registrar of the Admiralt 

of Her Majes "s High Court of Justion 5 (9) the Dasani? 66 Suitors’ 
Fund in the Queen’s Bench Division of Her Majesty's High Court of 
Justice, 





It is also understood, I that ordinary banking business will be 
emeben’ ty thts atch, anda bale ee mney, rly subs 
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agent of the Western Branch of the bank at Old Burlington-gardens, 
has"been appointed agent. 

I think it would be a convenienee to the profession generally if these 
facts were more prominently brought to their notice by being published 
in your widely-read columns. Crry Soxiciror. 

October 31. 

[We announced the opening of the branch in our issue of the 8th ult., 
but we are glad to be favoured with our correspondent’s fuller state- 
ment.—Ep. 8. J.] 





THE CONVEYANCING ACT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—May I trouble you with some remarks on two heads only of your 
vigorous criticism of the new Conveyancing Act f 

The following paragraph in your comments on section 17 (p. 870 of 
your journal) seems to me to involve a fallacy :— 

“Tt would seem also to follow, by similar reasoning, that a’mortgagee 
who is entitled to the benefit of several mortgages, all executed before the 
commencement of the Act, will not be able to make any further advances 
after the commencement of the Act without stipulating that this section 
shall not apply to any mortgage securing such advances. Also he will 
not be able to accept a transfer of any mortgage, made after the com- 
mencement of the Act, which does not contain a like stipulation. For he 
would otherwise lose the benefit of his existing right to consolidate his 
existing mortgages.” 

I need not quote here section 17, which your readers will doubtless be 
able to refer to; but, as I read the section, its effect in the case you have 
put would be as follows:—A mortgagor seeking to redeem either of the 
earlier mortgages could still be met by a request to redeem the other, for 
neither of them is made after the commencement of the Act ; but neither 
of the earlier mortgages could be consolidated with the later one, unless 
the latter contained an expression of a contrary intention. Is not this 
the true view ? 

Again, at pp. 895, 922, you appear to advise the retention of certain 
general words which are now used in conveyances to carry what are called 
** quasi-easements,” and which, in section 6, the Legislature has attempted 
to render unnecessary. ‘ Quasi-easements” seem to be of two kinds— 
firstly, what I may call dormant rights, or rights which have been extin- 
guished by the union of two tenements and may be revived by apt words 
on a severance of the tenements; secondly, what I may call incipient or 
embryonic rights, those dependences of one tenement on another which, 
while both are in the same hands, are merely a part of the rights of prop- 
erty, but which draw breath, as full-grown legal easements, when, on the 
severance of the tenemente, similar apt expressions are used. An ease- 
ment of the former kind was revived (or, more accurately, re-created) by 
the words, “appurtenances . . . therewith usually held, used, oc- 
cupied, or enjoyed,” in James v. Plant (4 A. & E. 749); an easement of 
the second kind was created de novo in Wardle v. Brocklehurst (1 E. & 
E. 1058), by the words ‘‘ all waters and watercourses used, occupied, or 
enjoyed with the premises.” Now, by section 6 of the Act, a convey- 
ance is to include, not all easements only, as your criticism implies, but 
all “ easements, rights, and advantages whatsoever” which are ‘“‘at the 
time of conveyance demised, occupied, or enjoyed with” the property 
conveyed. I think that with these words to rely on, we may safely allow 
general words to a altogether from our conveyances. 

You have another objection to the words “ at the time of conveyance ”’ 
in section 6. “ What are we to say,’ you ask at p. 923, ‘‘ about appur- 
tenants or reputed appurtenants, which admit of being altered, released, 
extinguished, or interrupted, between the time of making the contract and 
the time of making the conveyance ? does it not seem that these would 
pass, if at all, not as they existed at the former time, but as they existed 
at the latter time?” 

Undoubtedly ; but the purchaser will see, as you say he does under the 
present practice, “that the conveyance expressly [or impliedly] includes 
all that he bargains for at the time of the contract.” If any appurten- 
ants for which he bargained are released between contract and convey- 
ance, he will have exactly the same remedies as those which he now 
enjoys. The words which you disparage only mean that the conveyance 
shall not operate to pass what the grantor no longer possesses. 

Lincoln’s-inn, November 1. G. C. 


[As to the first part of our correspondent’s remarks, we have nothing 
to say against his “true view’’; but we cannot see how it conflicts 
with the passage which he cites from our article. What in sub- 
section (3) can be the meaning of “the mortgages,” except “the 
mortgages which the mortgagor seeks to redeem, and which, if 
an action is brought, are the subject of the redemption action?” 
Suppose a mortgagee to be entitled to the benefit of a number of 
mortgages (call them the old mortgages) all made by the same mortgagor 
before the commencement of the Act; and afterwards to get into his 
hands another mortgage (call it the new mortgage) made by the same 
mortgegor after the commencement of the Act and containing nothing 
to exclude the operation of section 17. We say that he would then lose 
his right to consolidate even the old mortgages. We do not mean that 


none of them will in fact ever be redeemed simultaneously ; because it 








might be to the interest of the mortgagor so to redeem some of them ; 
but that the mortgagor will be able, by picking out those which he desires 
to redeem, and including among them the new mortgage, to prevent the 
mortgagor from consolidating the rest of the old mortgages. For by 
hypothesis one of the mortgages which he seeke to redeem is ‘‘ made 
after the commencement of the Act.” 

With regard to quasi-appurtenants, our correspondent, in the earlier 
part of his remarks, seems not to have clearly remembered that our 
criticism expressly depended upon the insertion in the section of the words 
“ at the time of conveyance.” It is therefore beside the point to cite cases in 
which these or similar words do not occur. In our opinion the old- 
fashioned practice of inserting such words as “at any time heretofore,” 
was proper to secure the re-grant cf extinguished easements. This 
practice fell much into desuetude ; but we see little objection to supply- 
ing the words by implication where they are not expressly excluded. 
Our contention was that they and their meaning are expressly excluded 
by the words of the section “‘ at the time of conveyance.’ 

As to the latter part of our correspondent’s remarks on this subject, 
he will hardly contend that a purchaser with an implied grant such as is 
clearly given, according to his own showing, by the present practice, 
would not be in a better position than a purchaser with a statutory con- 
veyance, which according to our view, would contain no grant at all, In 
this case even our correspondent seems to admit that the statutory con- 
veyance will need to be supplemented by the insertion of an express 
grant. And he seems to forget that our remark was made subject to the 
hypothesis that purchases by open contract (which could not provide 
expressly for anything) should become a common practice. 

We must add that, although we have printed our correspondent’s letter 
(as we have noticed every letter yet received upon this subject), we must 
decline in future to insert letters upon articles which appeared too long 
ago for the context to be in the minds of our readers.—Eb. 8. J.] 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


APPLICATION To ADVANCE AppgEAL—NotTice.—In the case of In re A 
Solicitor, before the Court of Appeal (Jessel, M.R., and Baggallay, Brett, and 
Lindley, L.JJ.) on the 2nd inst., an ex parte application was made to advance 
the hearing of an appeal relating to the taxation of costs. JEssEL, M.R., 
said it was not regular to make such an application ex parte; it ought to 
be made upon notics.—Soricitor, W. H. Jackson. 





ADMINISTRATION ACTION—ConpucT oF ProcerepiIncs—RzceltvER—ACTIONS 
IN DIFFERENT Brancues or Court.—In a case of Dowd v. Hawtin, before 
the Court of Appeal on the 2nd inst., a question arose as to the conduct of the 
proceedings in an administration action. An action for the administration of the 
personal estate of an intestate was commenced in the court of Bacon, V.C., 
against the administrator, the plaintiffs being next of kin of the intestate, and 
an administration judgment was obtained. The admmistratér afterwards 
brought an action ia the court of Hall, V.C., to administer the estate of 
another person to a share of whose estate the intestate was entitled, and in 
this second action a judgment for administration was obtained. Afterwards 
the administrator (the defendant in the first and the plaintiff in the second 
action) became a bankrupt. ‘I've plaintiff in the first action then applied to 
Bacon, V.C., for the appointment of a receiver of the intestate’s estate, and for 
an order giving the conduct of the proceedings in the second action to the 
plaintiff in the first.. Bacon, V.C., appointed a receiver, but refused the rest 
of the application. The plaintiff appealed from the refusal, and on 
behalf of the respondent (the administrator) it was urged that the ordinary 
practice of thecourt in such a cuss was to give the conduct of the second 
action, not to the plaintiff in the first, but to the receiver, and also that the 
application to change the conduct of the proceedings in the second action 
ought to have been made, not to Bacon, V.C., but to Hall, V.0., in whose 
court the judgment in that action had been obtained. The Court of Appeal 
(Jesser, M.R., and BacGaLay, Brett, and Linptzy, L,JJ.) held that the 
application had been made in the proper court, and that the second part of 
it ought to have been granted as well as the first. Jesset, M.R., said that 
the practice now is different from what it was in the time of Lord Eldon; 
the conduct of an action is never now given toa receiver. In the present 
case, the administrator having become a bankrapt, he was not a fit person 
to be a trustee or to conduct the second action, and the application to take 
the conduct away from bim onght to have been granted as a matter of 
conrse. No opposition could have been raised te it by the bankrupt, who 
had no interest in the matter. The only persom who bad any interest ia 
opposing the application was the solicitor of the administrator, by reason 
of his interest in the coste. The opposition had been improperly 
raised, and the respondent must pay the costs of the appeal. Brett, L.J., 
said he Lap prars spams preg been made in the proper court. Linp- 
LEY, L.J., said that it could not be right that the bankrapt administrator 
should continue to have the conduct of the second action: the conduct 
ought to be given either to the plaintiff in the first action or to the receiver, 
and it was a mere matter of practice to which of them it should be given. 
Soxicrrors, H. W. Chatterton; R. UM. § F. Lowe. 
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COUNTY COURTS. 
ABERYSTWITH. 
(Before Homersuam Cox, Esq., Judge.) 
Oct. 20.—Aberystwith Mutual Ship Insurance Society v. Davies. 

The facts of the case appear from the judgment. 

His Honovr.—The plaintiffs in this case are a registered joint stock com- 
pany, established in 1853, for the mutual insurance by the members of the 
society of ships belonging to the port of Aberystwith. The business was 
carried on under the rules contained in a deed of settlement dated the 30th of 
December, 1853. One of those rules, rule 53, authorized the directors 
‘from time to time to make calls or demands of money upon the members in 
proportion to the amount of the respective sums for the time being insured.” 
Another rule, rule 45, provided that no person should become a member 
until he executed the deed of settlement or some deed of accession thereto. 

On the Ist of January, 1879, the defendant Eliza Davies, being the ship’s 
husband of the ship Sarah Davies, paid to the society a deposit of £12 12s. 
for the purpose of insuring the sum of £840 in respect of the ship, and took 
a receipt from the society for that deposit. But Eliza Davies never executed 
the deed of settlement or any deed in accession thereto, 

In December, 1879, the directors made a call of £1 2s. 6d. in the pound 
deposit, and they now sue the defendant Eliza Davies on that call. On her 
behalf it is contended (among other things) that she is not liable as she is not 
a member of the society, because rule 45 has not been complied with. 

In several material respects the facts of the present case are similar to those 
of the case of Edwards v. Aberayron Mutual Ship Insurance Society (L. R. 1 
Q. B. D. 563). That case was heard in the Queen’s Bench Division and subse- 
quently, by way of appeal, in the Exchequer Chamber. 

The plaintiff sought to recover a sum of money in respect of the total loss 
of a vessel. For the present ra it is sufficient to quote the following 
passage from the judgment of Mr. Justice Blackburn, premising that the 
plaintiff was the equitable owner and one Davies the registered owner of the 
vessel:—‘' Davies actiog as ship’s husband first insured The Hermione for 
£1,000. The defendants accepted the insurance and received the premium; 
one or two years went by during which the defendants made calls upon the 
plaintiff as owner of The Hermione and a member of the society. But when 
the ship is lost the defendants refase to pay the insurance, and it is contended 
that the plaintiff, who caused his interest in the ship to be insured, cannot 
recover for the loss as a member of the defendants’ society, on the ground that 
he never in fact signed a copy of the articles. The answer is obvious: that as 
the directors chose to accept an iosurance on Zhe Hermione, and thereby 
made the owner a member of the socicty and treated him as such, and made 
calls on him es such, they are precluded from saying that he is not a member 
of the society.” 

The decision of the Queen’s Bench was to this effect, and was upheld on 
this point in the Court ot Appeal; though the decision of the Queen’s Bench 
on a different point was reversed. 

It appears to me that the present case is analogous. It is true that the 
position of the parties is reversed: that the insurance society are the plaintiffs 
and the owner is the defendant. But the principle involved is the same as in 
the case cited. The defendant having paid premiums on a policy cannot be 
heard to say that she is not a member of the society. If the vessel had been 
lost during the period covered by the policy, she could have sued successfully 
for the sum for which she was insured. There would be a want of mutuality if 
the one party to the contract were liable to fulfil it and not the other. I am 
clearly of opinion that, though the defendant did not sign the document men- 
tioned in rule 45 of the society’s rules, she is liable on the contract. 

Then it was urged that, as the vessel was not classed, she was not a proper 
subject for insurance. But the defendant cannot take advantage of her own 
wrong ; having chosen to insure the vessel she cannot turn round aod say she 
was not fit to be insured. 

I am of opinion that the policy, notwithstanding technical informalities, was 
valid, and, therefore, the judgment will be for the plaintiff, with costs. 








OBITUARY. 


MR, WILLIAM SMITH. 

Mr. William Smith, solicitor, of Winchcomb, died on the 20th ult. Mr. 
Smith was born in 1811, and was admitted a solicitor in 1838. He had a good 
local practice, and he had been for many years under-bailiff for the borough 
of Winchcomb. He had also been for & short time registrar of the Winchcomb 
County Court (Circuit No. 53). Mr, Smith had taken an active part in all 
local business, and he was for several years a member of the Winchcomb 
Board of Guardians, and also of the Burial Board, and Highway Board, The 
Winchcomb Infant School was built at his exclusive cost. At the sitting of 
the Winchcomb County Court on the 26th ult., the judge (Mr. Sumner) 


expressed his sorrow at Mr. Smith’s death, and his sense of the ability with y 


which the deceased had performed his duties as registrar of the court. 


MR. WILLIAM GREENE ATKINSON, 


Mr. William Greene Atkinson, barrister, librarian of the Patent Offi 
Library, died at his residence, 59, Rowan-road, Hammersmith, on September 
18. Mr. Atkinson was born in 1810, and was called to the bar at the Middle 
Temple, in Michaelmas Term, 1841. In 1854 he was appointed librarian of 
the library at the Great Seal Patent Office, and held that office until his death. 
Mr. Atkinson was most indefatigable in the discharge of his official duties, 
and his services were highly caeek by the Commissioners of Trade-Marks. 
He had prepared, with great labour, the manuscript catalogue of the library, 
and he was editor of the “ Commissioners of Patents’ Journal.” 








THE JUDGES ON ASSIZE REFORM.” 
Ar the Cambridge Winter Assizes the Lord Chief Justice, in the course of 
his charge to the grand jury, congratulated them upon the small amount 


of crime with which they were called upon to deal. There were only two 
prisoners, oue of whom was from each county. This was exactly the same 
number of they had at Norwich. The question of the necessity 
of such frequent holding of assizes had been raised, and, of course, in a 
perfect state of the law a person charged’ with an offenee ought to be tried 


difeotly the prosecation was ready and the prisoner 
defence. That, however, could not be done without a 
cost of the administration of the law, and there were 
which could not be disregarded. There were twenty-three 


i 


grand jary, and sixty summoned on the common jury, and altogether 
one hundred persons were brought away from avocations at 
considerable inconvenience to— these two criminals, ‘is was mani- 


festly @ question to be cousidered, but it was not for him to 
remedy. It had been suggested, however, that the aesizes should be held 
less frequently, and that the power of admitting prisoners to bail should be 
extended. It was now exercised to a greater extent than it was in former 
times when he was a young map, and he believed from what he had heard, 
and from experience, that prisoners very rarely failed to surrender to 
their trial when admitted to bail. However, they had better 
knowing whether this was so than he had, and he would not 
opinion whether the extension of bail to-nearly all charges would 
case. The grand jury having completed their labours, the foreman, 
Hicke, M.P., said he had been requested on behalf of the grand j 
that they fully concurred with his lordship’s remarks as to the 
four assizes in each year. They considered that the present 
was a great waste of judicial power, and imposed unnecessary 
persons connected with the administration of justice in the 
would be very glad if, by his lordship’s influence and 
present state of things could be altered. The Lord Chief 
would take care to communicate the opinion of the 
the Home ,» who was the only person with w 
communicate on the subject. He must, however, remark 
true way to alter the present state of things wae by the inflaence 
of Parliament. The House of Commons was the party to influence, and 
if they could be brought to agree to an alteration he should be glad. © 
In charging the grand jury at Exeter on Monday Mr. Justice Watkin 
Williams e some observations upon a matter that wasattracting a great 
deal of attention, both from grand jurymen and judges, with to the 
frequency of holding these assizes, We have (he said) assizes and gaol 
deliveries held four times a year. In my humble opinion i per- 
fectly impossible to recede from a quarterly gaol delivery, for I think it is the 
feeling and opinion of everybody that if — are charged wi 
many of them possibly innocent, or if net innocent, persons who would not 
convicted—it is almost barbarous that they should be kept in prison without 
undergoing trial perhaps five or six months. I¢ isa very serious question 
whether there is not some new course of bringing together the machinery 
of quarter sessions and assizes. You have a a quarter 
week, and a week or a fortnight afterwards you have a similar 
brought together to try what, with very few exceptions, are 
class of prisoners. That does strike one as an absurdity. 
suggest for your consideration whether it would not be 
or associate together the quarter sessions and the assize. For 
I see no practical difficulty in it at all. But there 
difficulties, and that is why I call the attention of 
experience to them in order that before the matter is 
authorities—as it must be and will be shortly—any difficulties which 
resent themselves may be met and overcome. My impression is 
stead of having quarter sessions one week and an assize the next, 
sessions and assize might be held together, so that by this 
the prisoners in gaol may be delivered, tried, and disposed of 
quarter, and if it is thought necessary by the local authorities to 
assistance of a judge from the High Uourt of 
it not they need not doso. There would be thus no double machinery 
work, and the inconvenience of I 
would be avoided; while, as it seems 
will result. My impression is that it great 
the judges as well as to the local magistrates that they should be associated 
together in the administration of the law of the 
mutaal advantage, as it seems to me, and 
resent acquainted with—at least, no inconvenience that 
factorily dealt with. There is one other thing I desire to 
has been much commented upon, that is, the waste of time 
occasional too large allowance of time for 
ou an illustration of what I mean. After the best 
obtained, I allowed a woek for the Bristol Assizes, but the 
days to transact. Those who are acquainted with the details 
ments will quite understand how it happens. It is absolutely 
the time some few weeks in advance in consequence of the 
who have to be notified and the number of officials 
together ; and when we have to fix the time beforehand we 
culty, that we must make allowance for cases that bo 
ring the interval. In doing that you may allow too 
the other hand, great inconvenience sometimes arises from too 


time being allowed. Ia my own personal SS happened 
week. At Chester a week been allowed the 4 
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way of effecting greater economy of time in our arrangements of circuit 
business, At Bristol the assize collapsed at the end of the thitd day, 
owing to two prisoners pleading guilty whose cases were expected to last 
three days, while at Chester the week was not enough, owing to cases 
occupying longer than had been expected. These are difficulties erising 
from the very nature of the cass; bat the explanation is due in order to 
satisfy these who think there has been a waste of the public time in allow- 
ing 0 long as a week each for Bristol and Exeter. I find that the same 
kind of mistake has been made bere as at Bristol, for I have allowed a week, and 
we shall probably find balf a week ample. 





, SOCIETIES. 


e LAW ASSOCIATION, 

At the usual monthly meeting of the directors, held at the hall of the 
Incorporated Law Society, Chancery-lane, on Thursday, November 3, the 
following being t—viz., Mr. Sidney Smith (chairman), and Messrs. 
Finch, Parkin, Desborough, jun., Lucas, Williamson, Scadding, and A. B. 
Carpenter (secretary )—a grant of £25 was made to a member, and grants 
of £5 each to five non-menibers ; one new member was elected, and the 
ordinary general business was transacted. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 

At a meeting beld at Clement’s-inn Hall on Wednesday, the 26th of Octo- 
ber, Mr. Maclaren in the chair, Mr. Bartram proposed, ‘That the 
franchise should be based on an educational and not on a property qualifi- 
cation,” He was supported by Messrs. McKay and Megone, and opposed by 
Messrs. Brown, Whitehouse, Spence, Hamilton, Kains-Jackson, Parsons, 
Tillotson, and Davies. Mr. Bartrum haviog replied, the motion was put to the 
meeting and declared to belost, Members present, seventeen ; visitors, two. 

At a meeting held at the Law Institution on the 3Jst of October, Mr. W. 
Shirley Shirley in the chair, the moot for discussion—‘ Was the case of 
Eaton v. Basker and others (L. R. 6 Q. B. 201), rightly decided? ”—was 
opened by Mr. Maclaren, who contended that the view taken by the Court of 
rn was incorrect. He was opposed by Messrs. Jenks, Crandwell, and 
Nelham. Mr, Maclaren replied, and the chairman having summed up, the 
question was put to the meeting, Mr. Muclaren’s motion being declared lost. 
Members present, 10. 

At a meeting held at Clements’-inn Hall on Wednesday, October 2, Mr. 
C. Kains-Jackson in the chair, Mr. Spence moved, ** That as the land of the 
country primarily belongs to the nation, any increase in its value which is not 
attributable tothe labour or capital of the owner or occupier should be treated 
as the Property of the community.” He was supported by Mr. Hobbs, and 
opposed by Messrs. Harvey, Samuel, Jenks, Foy, Whitehouse, Tillotson, and 
Collyer, The chairman having summed up, the motion was put to the meet- 
ing and declared lost, Members present, 17; visitors, 2. 





LAW /jSTUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


Tuesday, November 1.—Mr. C. E. Barry in the chair.—The following gentle- 
men were elected members :—Messrs, R. J. T, Rhys, Rk. W. Thorpe, E. E. 
Davis, C. T. Hobbs, H. Toomer, J. G. Lemon, G. W. Churchley, S, H. 
Price, W. L. Langwortby, J. Allward, J. H. Behan, John Alsop, and Arthur 
Mills. The subject appointed for discussion was the following :—‘ A. having 
insured his premises, agrees to sell them to B., the contract containing no 
reference to the policy. Before completion, the premises are accidentally 
destroyed by fire. B, claims from A. the benefit of the policy, either by way 
of abatement of the purchase-moncy or reinstatement of the premises, Js 
B. so entitled ?’’—Rayner v. Preston (28 W. R. 808, L. R. 14 Ch. D. 297). 
Mr, E. Williams opened the debate in the affirmative, and was followed on 
the same side by Messrs. W. Van Sommer, P. T. Rhys, Richardson, and Lemon. 
The negative side wus supported by Messrs. Robinsop, J. W. Ellis, F. J. 
Green, Collier, Spiers, and Kirk. The opener haviog replied, the chairman 
summed up, and the question, on being put tothe meeting, was decided io 
the negative by a majority of three votes. At the next meeting, to be 
held on the 8th inst., a debate on the new Conveyancing Act will take place. 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 


THE FOREIGN JURISDICTION ACTS. 
An Order in Conncil is published in the London Gazette of Friday week, 
making, under the provisions of the Foreign Jurisdiction Acts, 1843 to 1878, 
regulations applicable to her Mojesty’s subjects in the dominions of the 
Emperor of China and the Mikado of Japan in relation to mortgages, prison 
regulations, bills of sale, suits by or against partners, suits by or against 
jase a a Chinese, Japanese, or foreign tribunals, and repealing varions 
regu relating to the same hitherto in force. The Order is to be 
cited as “ The China and Japan Order in Council, 1881.” 





LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


The Hon. Sir Natuanret Linpter, knight, who has been appointed a 
Judge of the Court of Appeal, in succession to Sir George Bramwell, resigned, 
is the son of the late Dr. Lindley, the eminent botanist, and was born in 
1828. He was educated at University College, London, and was called to the 
bar at the Middle Temple in Hilary Term, 1856. He became a Queen’s 
Counsel and a bencher of the Middle Temple in 1872, and practised for some 
years in the court of Vice-Chancellors Wickens and Hall. In 1875 he was 
appointed a judge of the Court of Common Pleas and received the honour of 
knighthood. 

Mr. Forp North, Q.C., succeeds Sir Nathaniel Lindley as a Judge of the 
Queen's Bench Division. Mr. Justice North was educated at Winchester, and 
was formerly scholar of University College, Oxford, where he graduated second 
class in litere humaniores in 1851, He was called to the bar at the Inner 
Temple in Easter ‘erm, 1856, and practised for many years in the Oourt of 
Chancery and in the Lancaster Palatine Court. He became a Queen’s Counsel 
in 1877, and has sinee practised in the court of Mr. Justice Fry. Mr. Justice 
North was recently elected a bencher of the Inner Temple. 


Mr, Frepk. T. Asron, solicitor, of 58, Lombard-street, London, has been 
appointed a Commissioner of the High Court of Judicature at Madras to 
take Affidavita and Declarations in the said Court, and to take the Acknow- 
ledgments of Married Women in respect of Property in India. 


Mr. Roserr Joun Biron, barrister, has been appointed one of the Prosecut- 
ing Counsel to the Post Office on the South-Eastern Circuit, in succession to 
Mr. John Hurrell, deceased. Mr. Biron was educated at Corpus Christi 
College, Cambridge, where he graduated in the first class of the law tripos in 
1852. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Trinity Term, 1854, and 
he practises on the South-Eastern Circuit and at the Kent Sessions. Mr. Biron 
acted in 1869 as a commissioner to inquire into the existence of Corrupt Prac- 
tices in the borough of Yarmouth, He has also acted as a commissioner for 
the trial of Municipal Election Petitions, and he is recorder of the boroughs 
of Hythe, Deal, and Sandwich, 


Mr. Grorce Epwarp OCockram, solicitor, has been unanimously ap- 
pointed by the justices of the borough of Tiverton their Clerk, in the place 
of Mr. Wm. Partridge, who, after a service of thirty-five years, resigned. 
Mr, Cockram (who is the eldest son of Mr. G. W. Cockram, J.P., solicitor, 
and late mayor of Tiverton) was admitted in Easter Term, 1879, and is a 
member of the firm of Messrs. Partridge & Cockram. 


Mr. Wittram Ricwarp Avcustine Kris, solicitor, of 49, Bedford-row, 
London, W.C., and Louth, Lincolnshire, has been appointed a Commissioner 
of the High Court of Judicature at Fort William, Bengal, Allahabad, the 
North-West Provinces of India, and Madras respectively, to take Affidavits, 
Declarations, and Affirmations, and examine Witnesses in all suits and 
matters pending in the said Courts, and also to take the Acknowledgments of 
Married Women in England in respect of Property in India. Mr. Kime has 
also been appointed a Commissioner for Affidavits, Examination of Witnesses, 
and Acknowledgment of Deeds for all the Courts in the Province of Nova 
Scotia. Mr. Kime was admitted in 1875. 

Mr, Tuomas Rosert Oak ey, solicitor, of Monmouth, has been appointed 
Clerk to the Monmoutl: Board of Guardians, Assessment Committee, and 
Rural Sanitary Authority, and Superintendent-Registrar for the district. Mr. 
Oakley was admitted a solicitor in 1875. Heisalso registrar of the Monmouth 
County Court, and clerk to the county magistrates. 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jormnt Stock ComMPANIEs. 


Limited In CHANCERY. 


Hanp’s Arrernoon Tra Company, Limitep.—Petition for winding up, presented Oct 
26, directed to be heard before Chitty, J, on Nov 5. Ellis, Bedford row, solicitor for 
the petitioner 

Lonpon ayp Provincia Surrty Association, Liurrep,—Petition for winding up, 
presented Oct 25, directed to be hi before Chitty, J, on Nov 5, and Son, 
Old Jewry chambers, solicitors for the petitioners 

Lonpow Coyso.iparep Stores, Limirep.—Petition for winding up, presented Oct 14, 
directed to be heard before Chitty, J, on Nov 5. Harman, Coleman st, agent for 
Nicholas, Bristol, solicitor for the petitioner 

Scorrish PerroLeum Company, Limitep.—Hall, V.C., has, by an order dated July 13, 
appointed John Macdonald Henderson, Moor, st bldgs, to be official liquidator 

Sourn Essex Equrtanne INVESTMENT AND vaANcRE Company, Limrtep.—Petition 


for pinning ws Papen 7 es directed to be heard before Chitty, J, on Nov5. 
Digby and r, Blomfield st, solicitors for the petitioner 

St. Joun’s Strezt (BraprorD) THEatRE anp Concert Hatt Company, Limirep.— 

itor’ are required, on or before Nov 26, to send their names and addresses and 
the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Martello Gray, Kirkgate, Brad- 
per Dec 6 at 12is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 
claims 

TurnsuLt Patent Portoon Dock ayp Streway Company, Limitzp.—Chitty, J, has 
fixed Nov 9 at 12, at his charabers, for the a; entof an official liquidator 

Yorxsuizs Beewery Company, Limitsp.—Petition for winding up, presented Oct 26, 
directed to be heard before Chitty, J, on Nov 6. Heritage and Co, Clement’s lane, 


solicitors for the petitioner 
{ Gazette, Oct. 28.] 


Great Wurat Powcoors, Lrurrsy.—The Vacation Judge has, 
31, appointed James Waddell, — Victoria st, to be official liquidator, 
are required, on or before Nov 23, to send their names and and the par- 
ticulars of their debts or claims to the above, Dec 1 at 12 is appointed for hearing 


and adjudicating u thede 
In aa cena or may Assurawon Corroration, Limitsp.~Petition for 
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Tinited to = Teen, Tdinburg, joy , Bethy scenes oie et no ara 
pany, Limi was, 
resented Oct 29, directed to Fag ep le RR Wynne & Co, 
Pountney hill, Canaan st, Solicitors for the petitioners 
Reynotp’s Fruit anv Hor Evaroraton Company, Lrurrep —Petition for windin 
up, presented Nov 1, directed to be heard before Fry, J, on Nov 11. Manning, West. 
minster chambers, Victoria st, solicitor for the petitioners 
Sirver Vattey Miyes, Lturrep.—Creditors are begga ge or before Nov 14, to send 
their names and addresses, ani and the particulars of their debts or claims, to James 
cooper, Coleman st Moorgate st. Nov 17 at 12 is sean’ for hearing and 
pajudicating upon the debts and claims 
Tramway StartTine ayy Stoprrve Company, Lrirrep.—The M.R., by an order dated 
July 26, appointed Richard Dawlings, Eastcheap, to "Ss official tay 
WuaaL a Lrurrerp. prey ge are required or before Noy 21, to send 
and the particulars of their dette or sium, to James 


their names and ad 
Cooper, Coleman st bldgs, Moorgate st. Dec 1 at 12 is appointed for hearing and 
adjudicating upon the bts and claims 


(Gazette, Nov, 1.] 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF PROOF, 
Surrn, Isaac, Ingrow, , Bingley, York, Mechanic, Dec 1. Peel vy Smith, V.C. Bacon. 


Clarkson, Keig le 
Wuirnam, Jamxs, Withington, near Manchester, Gentleman. Dec 1. Cowdell v 
[ Gazette, Nov. 1.] 


Holland, V.C. Bacon. Morley, Cheapside 





CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP, 25. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


Apranam, Saran, Bath. Decl3. Stone and Co, Bath 

ATxkIN, ge Albert terrace, Kingston upon Hull. Nov. Atkinson and Co, Hull 

Atxryson, Joun, Gosforth, Wasthesbertan4, Builder. Nov 30. Dees and Thompson, 

Newcastle upon Tyne 

Doneeme, | Epwagp, St Helen’s Junction, Lancaster, Engineer. Nov17. Oppenheim, 
t Helen’s 

Brapsury, Writ1aM, the am Billbrooke, nr Codsall, Stafford, Gent, Novs. Slater 

and Marshall, Darlasto: 

Buss, GrorGe Parker, Cheltenham, Hanlier, Dec 15. Wheeler, Cheltenham 

——— Wit, Great Dunmow, Essex, Merchant. Nov 25. Wade and Co, Great | 
unmMmow 

Crizarner, Rev GzorGr Parker, Aldbourn, Wilts, Clerk. Dee2. Rowland, Ramsbury | 

Coorrr, Witi1aM, Yardley, Worcester, Gent. Dec 10. Cottrell and Son, Birmingham 

Croom, Saran Marra, Apsley villas, Twickenham. Dec 10. Rixon, Austin friars 

Eweuanp, Mary, likley, York. Nov 29, Dunning and Co, Leeds 

Farrxst, Mary Axw, Pyo bank, Sheffield. Nov 30. Fretson and Son, Sheffield 

Gates, Joseru, Hunsi Toole, Slubber. Dec 10. Rider, Leeds 

GaxExvooD, Exizy, Coldharbour lane, Camberwell. Nov 26. Wilkins, Chipping | 
orton 

Harnis, Tomas, Princes st, Cavendish sq, Tailor. Dec 16. McMillin, Bloomsbury sq 

Hass, SaMvuri Yirss, Liverpool, Engraver. Jani, Joseph Hess, North John st, Liver- 





pool 

HEwer, oy Meyseyhampton, Gloucester, Yeoman, Nov 26. Lawrence and Haygarth, 
Cirencester 

Jonrxs, THomas, Birmingham, Whip Manufacturer. Dec 10. Cottrell and Sons, Bir- 


m 

Kine, Caartns, Shackleford, Woking, Surrey, Gent. Decl. Down, Dorking 

MackEnzin, Kein Wins Stewart, Rowland gardens, Kensington, Esq. Nov 26. 
Steavenson and Couldwell, Gracechurch st 

Manxtin, Evizasetsu, Live l. Dec 21, Masters and Rogers, Liverpool 

Meret, Frepericx, Brighton terrace, Victoria park, Gent. Dec 16. Voss, Vestry 
Hall, Bethnal Green 

PALMER, Tuomas, Yardley, Worcester, Gent. Nov 25. Beale and Co, er nape 

Rrowarps, Lovursa, King’ is Norton, Worcester. Dec 10. Cottrell, Birmingha: 

Rrowarps; Maria, M oe Shecrg Sle Worcester, sagen 10, Cottrell, Bin Birmingham 

Roxsrtnson, Mary, Marsh In. Dec 23. Allison, Lout 








Sutra, Hawnan Isapetza, Washi on, Dasom, Sox. 10, Mawson, Durham 

Surrn, Peter, Bury, Lancaster, Deo 3. 

TorranHaM, Jamas Huey Lovrvs, ‘Sandhill Vilina, Villas, Kew, Grand Bar 30, Bailey, Great 
Winchester st bl 


Waits, Josaua, Stonehouse, Gloucester, Gent. aga Mayhew, Sep & 
Witsoy, Eowarp Srewaart, Bristol, no business. Dec 1 


Wrteut, Rev. Joszra Bawxs, Nottingham. Dee 31, Pratt and North- 
gate, Newark-upon-Trent 
Youne, Ovaries Atrrep, Holywell lane, Shoreditch, Licensed- Victualler. Noy 90. 


Christmas, Walbrook 
[ Gazette, Nov, 1.} 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota of REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 





Co 
Date. ogg ¥.0.Bacom,  V. 0. Hatt, 

Monday, Nov.........0. 7 Mr. Farrer Mr. Koe Mr. Merivale 
nae Pee e ee eeeeee eee ; ; ga Mert 
oa on a iG “Skee ae Teesdale Clowes 
PH ccéccccctcoscenti ae Farrer Koe 
ae, SEE Teesdale Clowes King 

Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
uals 7 Me.lathom Mr.Comby se, Wael 
on *eeeeeeeeaee . . . 
Teel ssesekc cs 8 Leach Jackson Pemterton 
Wednesday... 9 Latham Cobby ard 
Thursday .. -- 10 Leach Jackson Pemberton 
FH@GY ics ccaxnvcecdess Ll Latham Cobby Ward 
Saturday...cscscessccees 12 Leach Jackion 


HOUSE OF LORDS APPEALS, 


The following is a list of the causes set acy for hearing in the House of Lords, 
| —viz., Kemp v. Falk; Godwin v. Hall; Scott and Best v. Smith; Mullens v. the 
Treasurer of the County of Surrey; Capital and Counties Bank a 
| Henty & Sons; Neill and another v. The Duke of Devonshire; Caledonian Rail- 
red Company v. Walker's Trustees ; Laurie v. Lees; 4 Gira. Mills, Carrie, & 

Co. v. East and West India Dock Company; Shepherd v. Henderson ;_Sir.G. 
Elliott and another v. Lord Rokeby; Pugh and another v. Heath and eg 
Lovring v. Cracknall and another; Robert Jobnson & Co. v, 

Ewing & Co.; Managers of the Metropolitan Asylum District v. Hill od 
others (Appeal No. 1); Pellier v. Anderson and others; Mayor, &e., of Car- 
lisle v. London and North- Western Railway Company; Rc Zetland vy. 
Hislop and others; Galloway v. Turner; Enraght v. a 2 
another; Evans v. Ball and others ; Goodman and soar v. the 

of Saltash ; Kinloch v, The Secretary of State for India in Council ; ae Mote. 
politan Railway Company and others v. Metropolitan Inner Cirele Completion 
Railway Company. 


CENTRAL CRIMINAL COURT SITTINGS. 

The following days have been fixed for the holding of watay during 

the year—viz., Vg Bag hd ‘cadens aS sly 31, Sept ef 
30, 27, March ay une wh ay = 

pony At the same time the Lord Ma the following 





Ropszr, CHartEs BLayNEY ok Plas ites, Flint, Esq. Nov 30. rxelly and Keene, Mold 

RovunpEtt, Writr1aM, Gledstone, York, kk Dec 17. Robinson, Skipton 

Suater, Samvust, North Carlton, Linea mt. Decl0. Toynbee and Co, Lincoln 

Sura, Ricwarp, Liverpool, Corn Gackion Nov 26. Smith, Tunstall 

SruBBin, Rev Newman Joun, Ipswich, Olerk. Nov a Josselyn, Ipswich 

Taytor, Ricwarp, Birmingham. Dec 10. Cottrell and Son, 

a Ricwagp, Eltham, Kent, Builder, Dec 1. Robinson, Christchurch passage, 
ewgate st 

Tompson, Benrzamin, Edgbaston, W: Gent. Decl. Woodward, Birmingham 

Witutams, Janz, Ely, nr Oardiff. Nov 30, Grover and Grover, Cardiff 

we LIZABETH, Whitehaven, Cumberland. Dec 1. Mason and Thompson, White- 
aven 

Winenam, Henry, Lewes, Sussex, Innkeeper. Dec 10. Jones, Lewes 

Woop, Groree Lzienton, Bath, e Dec 31. Stone and Co, Bath 

Waieut, Joun, Tranmere, Chester, Gent. Decl. Francis, Hamilton sq, Birkenhead 

(Gazette, Oct, 28.) 

Apvamson, ALExaANDER, Addison rd, Kensington. Dec 15. Hollams and Co, Mincing 


Bawxs, Rosrrra Toover, Godalming, Surrey. Nov 5. Boyce, Teddi n 
Buran. Bsysamin, White Lion @ Ct, Cornhill, Merchant Dec 15, Hollams and Co, 
incin, 
Burnvp, oad Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Timber Merchant. Dec 31. Arnott and Swan, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Denton, Joun, Dewsbury, York, Stonemason. Jani. Holt and Sons, Dewsbury 
aye ema Feurx WItL1am, Waddington, York, Land Agent, Dec 31. Leach, Man- 
ester 
Grater, Joun Greenwood, Croydon, Esq. Febj}il. Hine-Haycock and Bridgman, 
PE rng Jom Sows * Honth Lancaster, Shopkee: Dec 31. Leach, Manch 
AME ABEZ, Newton rT. il. ester 
memes, Sheffield, Gent. Dec 31. Pretaon and Son, Sheffield 
Repenes, herex, Sueehien Park, Manchester, Gent. Jan 1 ‘Cunliffe and Co, Man- 


Hoots, Jamzs, Holland Park, Bayswater, Dee $1. me = Dent, Bedford row 
Horr, Winn1am CurrrenpEy, Cardwell rd acre, Gent. Cole and Jackson, 
Kw = W: ; H tingdon, Butler. Nov yban and Sons, Hi = 

1GHtoN, WILLIAM, Hun’ Hunn: fan on 
Luz, Marip. Guildford. Dec 81. gas “0 ana Guatingtora, Gr Gracechurch. st 
Lewis, Lucy a ae Wo Ticehurst per, eedbury Chelten’ 
Me Ha» + aioaeeier saanen Gent ty ah ~ 

YERS, NAH, ov or, Ne ew 

Nicnoxson, J0ira Auer _ crescent, Dazeyater. Her 2 age , st 


N ly » Brigh! . Nov 

cme ‘Haniverox Cuicrnein, Glyn Ror rer, Brghion, R.N. Nov 2. 
Purrocx, James WILLIAM, ng Builder. Deo 17. Wilson, Cornhill 
Sowousy, Jouw, Leeds, Innkeeper. Det 16, Snowdon, Leeds 





days for the holding of quarter sessions in the ee ie pins natn 7, April 8, 
July 1, and October 21. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
Qurrn’s Bexcu Divrstow. 
MIDDLESEX.—MICHAELMAS SITTING, 1881. 


This list contains all actions entered in the Queen’s Bench — in which notice 
of trial has been given, and also all actions in the cee pe in which notice 
has been given of trial before a judge and jury ; to and including November 3, 1881. 
The actions which have been Loo gg edi et pee bag Lareony are at present not ready 
pg oi be inasried red my ae in th their < adieinal ginal postions. rm 
itting wi i as nearly as an 
sitting y — 


When actions are settled ont 
to withdraw the pleadings, as and uncertainty 

requested to wi Ww ~~ reat exponse, and whcertaity rary ocasioned 

LIST OF ACTIONS FOR TRIAL. 


to the suitors in other causes 
for trial. 
1 Cambensy v (M Webb and Son) v Cassell and ors ig MCand0o) 87 
2 Tippms (G Crafter) v Budden (Stollard and 
3 ants (Wontner 4:74 on v now (Keareor 
4 Cuyas (Tilleard and v Andrew 
5 Gregor and Co (Lambert, P ‘and 8) ¥ soar A nai 
; Winn pe (Coling Chipperteld) Id) Goader wy Linkers ona w) 80 
iggett ( eld) v 
éian gston (W sweat? ¥ v Tri Col Tenien (hocwer tl £2) 
8 ene OP etn eas aaa v Brefe (2 R Tindale) 87 
10 Cooper and anr 
il Palin (Chester, M, B and G@) ¥ op Mone A and BH) 
12 — @ H Lane} v alto V Withall) 
13 Inman ‘oovey) Vv oo jury 
4 Do Anges Ciecner ona Be Son) v Bowman and anr we Cont +) 
15 Willett (Wontner and Sonn) ee ae ‘Sou 80 jury 
16 Corbet (A Cayley) v Baldock (CO rere (Hioxams and 
17 Coulstring (Crowder A and V) v Greville ‘an 
18 Schussele and anr (J G ey v ‘adr L) 87 


eee — 


25 Sadler ( ok a on) Ba 














THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





Nov. 5, 1881. 











38 Leeming (F Heritage and Ca) v Bac Pea vey andL) 8J 


hurst (Lewin and Co 


141 Morten and Taylor ue and Co) v Bradle; 
142 Swinburne (CP Gree pan Rein ater t., 


and ors (Burrows and B) v Adams 


or rane Smith and Co) 


Pearce (Lyne and H) v Landore Siemen’s Steel oo limd (Phelps and W) 8J 


Gatliff and H) v Emmanuel (C J Davis) SJ 


12 
26 Best (Letts Bros) v Ji (Todd and D) 
27 Bamford (R Furber) ioe and anr (Bowker, P Band Co) SJ 130 Slade (Same) v Same (Same 
23 sore Sockeny v Molineaux (R Ballard J 140 Mitchell (W A Smith) v 
29 Sharpe, P and Co) v Sims and anr (Hopgood and Co) SJ 
30 Aggio see Are engonay v Reed (C J Davis, 
31 Lowe (W yy and Sons) v Beresford (Horns and Murray) 143 Penton (W ¥ and R wien) v Lacey and ors 
32 Handler (M 8 Rubinstein) v Allison (G E Goldring) 14 
33 Mayer (A G Ditton) v Robinson (P W Nazer) 145 hee d (Rogers and C) v Kane (W C Stoker) 
34 Hussey (Gasquet and M) v Muspratt (A D Michael) 146 
35 Gethin, < J and P oe v Salter (Ford and Co) 147 Vanderbergh (C J C Pridham) v Vine (A W Mil 
36 Wyatt (oa Emmet) v South-Eastern Railway Co (W R Stevens) SJ 148 Petty and anr { 
37 Banes (Preston and Co) v Ry (Champion and Co) without jury 


38 London and 8 W Bank, lim f allance and V) v Grice (Cronin and R) SJ 

39 many = (Prideaux and Sons) v Curry (J B Brown) SJ 

40 Gange (Lewis and Lewis) v Commissioners of Works (Hare and Fell) 8J 

41 co J8 oh v Fairlie and anr (E Johnson; Benn Davis) 8J 

42 Man J Bros) v Brown (W Maynard) 

43 Fenner (2 ye and G).v Smith (Burchells) 

44 Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincolnshire Ry Co (Cunliffe, B and D) v Nunnery Col- 
liery Co, limd, and the Duke of Norfolk (Geare and Son; Few and Co) SJ 

45 Justice (Radford and H) v Stephens and anr (Williamson, H and Co) 

46 Woolf (H Montagu) v London and South-Western Ry Co (MH Hall) SJ 

47 St v Poyser (Ashurst, M C and Co) 

48 m (Cunliffe, Band D) v General Steam Navigation Co (W Batham) SJ 

49 Pearman (H Keeble) v Arnold (W Medcalf) 

50 Pell (W Elgood) v Midland Ry Co and anr (Beale, M Band G) SJ 

61 Barton (J Pearman) vy Walker and ors (C Rogers, Sons and Co; Duncan, Warren 


52 Same (Same) v Burgess and ors (C Rogers, Sons and Co) 
53 Same (Same) v Denyer and ors (Same) 
64 Athill and Wife (H Fluker) v London and South-Western Ry Co (M H Rall) SJ 
55 Real and Personal Advance Co, limd (E Kinns) v Ase gl id W Proudfoot) 
56 Howard wing and Co) v Stroud Water Co (R Ballard) 
57 Aldin (Bolton, 8 and Co) v Moore (W Sweetland) 
4 Macrae (H Morris) v Finch (GH Finch) 8J 

59 Richardson and anr (Wright and P) v Kennard (J Rae) SJ 
60 Ahearn (H Aird) v and Son (Stone Mand 8) SJ 
61 Jordan (H H on v Governor and Co of the New River pane and D) 
62. Watkin Ns Person) v Pidcock (S W Johnson and Son) SJ 
63 Towers (G H Finch) v Chester (H Jand E Chester) SJ 
4 Inglis (In Person) v Baxter (W H Lydall) 

65 Wootton (W J Fraser) vy Adams Smith and Co 
66 Bridge (Fallows and B) v Buist (J A Talbot) § 
67 Barker (Caister and 8) v Midland Ry Co (Beale, Mand Co) SJ 
68 Levenston and Wife (H Luxton) v Rendle (J B Batten and Co) 
69 Thornthwaite (S , P P and 8) v Skoulding (G B Howard) 
70 Kibby (W B Palmer 'y Gibb (GS Gibb) 
71 Brew and anr Asi are and J) v Allott (H A Maude) 
72 Rotheroe and Co (H A Lovett and Son) v Parker and Co (J Scarlett) 
73 Godfrey (In pereon) + Hollings (R Davies) 
74 Starr and ors (Brighten, P and N) v Shoreham and District Starr Bowkett Building 
Society (Nye and G 
“4 — on i” ortin) v Emery (Beckett and Son) 

Mey es and W) v Hinds (H W Cattlin) 
Hd aiid v J Cridland) v Attenborough (J 7 at 
78 Swanson (J T Hee v Prior (T Beard and Sons) 
79 Manchester and wtog District Banking Co (Milne, R and M) v Hall and ors 
(Torr and Co; C W Dommett ; Bower and Co; Clarke, Woodcock and Co) SJ 

80 Ross (J B Batten) v London Sulphur Co, limd (Porter and 8) 
81 Pe = (H H Hughes) v Davenport (W R Philp) 
82 Butler (dO Beat oa 8)v Gibbons (Brook and C) 
83 Betts (J C Button and Co) v Clarke (CO Humphreys and Son) SJ 
Bt potes and County gg limd ite B and W) v Groome (J A Hales) SJ 
85 Bidder and ors (Gedge, K M and M) v West —_ Local Board (Hilleary and Co) SJ 
86 Brassington (G O Rutter) v Farrell (T Sampson) 
87 Miles (Angell, J T and P) v Mansfield (Helder, R and G) 
88 Clark Denk and G) v Botten (Goldberg and L) 
89 Hack (G nd ogra v Eastwood (R Davies) 
90 Fairweather (W F Holroyde) v Storey (In person) 
91 Perry (CG apa § v Fade: oe (W A Downing) 
92 Tarnball, Martin and Co (Druces, J and Co) ¥ v C Cooper, Hall and Co (Lowless and 


SJ 


Co) 8J 
93 Fuller 7 as Wise (Plews, I and H) v Learoyd and anr (T C Russel and Peace and 
94 Dum and anr (Wontner and Gon) yn en (Lewis and Lewis) 
95 Cooling (Yarde and L) v Wray ( 
96 Groves and ors (Thomson and W) v Tapp in Ar P oy tp 
97 Heale free Marshall) v Bishop and ors 8J 
- _— Wedlake and L) v Tomkins (In aaa 
Tann (Plunkett and L) v Muller and Wife (T “at 
$00 Rollinge (B A Crossfield) v Stephens Ci Lock 
101 Martin (J 8 Fowler) v Morris and anr ( BB Norman) 
102 Court (Lewis and Sons) v Marner (E ise) 
103 Widdecombe (In Person) v Westwood (W B Croft) 
104 Nichols (Plunkett and L) v Frayling (W Maynard) 
106 sy peg — F) v London, Brighton and South Coast Ry Co (Norton 
106 Phillips (Campbell, R and H) v Jones (Nelson, Son and H) 8J 
107 Young and anr (E H Van ba v Richards we and G) 
108 Paterson, 8 and B) v Balls (Purkiss and P 
100 ion and South-Western Bank (Vallance and V) v Johnston 1 cee Son and L) 
110 Rudeforth (J Evans) v Willett and anr (Wontner and —_ 
111 Allen (W H Jackson) v Johnston (Paterson, S and B) SJ 
112 Pulbrook GFP Pulbrook) v Melhado and Lloyd S Mayor-Cooke and C) SJ 
113 Hodgson tee v rson (H Stanilan 
114 The Coal Co (Wright and 1) v , ae Hd N Ellen) 
115 Couchman (Tucker and yo v Greener (G H Holden) 
116 South-Western d Discount Co, ia (J Attenorough) v Baynton (Nutt and 8) 
117 Johnson and Co (Truefitt and G) v Stuart (Walls, A 


118 Vi (Noon and C) v Smith (Whittington and Son 
119 Fyfe and another wigs . W, and Sen) v White (C. ay! Birchall) 
120 Corsham EW Cote: v 7 Daten (H M Ody) 


( 
4 Pratt gaa nag: and and Wye v Hovenden (Wild, 
pages ae Vv F noamany tp We po without jury 
is Tea) Re ag Gearns (F A F 


ora Bikes ped gi ae pale 
is pn ery A and another 500 aye Vv kL # (A G Ditton) 


«td and V) v Wallis (RusselJ, Son, and 8) 

ce ¥ vizaton and South. 2 in Ry Co (M H Hail) 
v Baker (W 
—- v Tahourdin 


126 GH Pina) Wi 
137 Lomion and Sou 9 Weare 
of owt HOS? 

(W J Foster 


190 Pell (P T: 
= Raven Raven (3 ha 





149 Davis (West, Tilson, and B Jones As _ (In Person) 
150 Arnold (L Barnett) v Madle (W 
151 Frapolli (Phelps, 8 and B) v atapleon (J and R Gole) 


162 Birt (J Scott) v Head 
be (G 8 and H Brandon) v Greenwood (Venning, R and V) 
v Diinki (Guillaumme and Sons) 

Vinter Gardens and Pavilion Co, limd (Le Riche and 


153 
155 Wall “A 
Son 


Coom 
154 Vanderbyl (Tahourdins and 
Hyett) v Blackpool 


(Emanuel an 


156 Bottero (Thomas Ward) v Zuccani (Pritchard, E and Co) 
157 Champion (8 | Toes v Hicks Bros (Rhodes and Son as 


168 Le; 


ggatt (Walter Jarvis and T) v Hastie (In 


159 Stout | (E W Owles) v Harrison (Harrison, B and at 


160 Smith and Son (N White) v Shrim: 


161 Swan (G W Barnard) v 
162jSharkey (E H Brown and B) v [len Valley vc Co (Randall and A) 
(Surri and W) 


163 Stansfield (G H Oliver) v Richens 
164 Tyler (W F ott v Madle (W Vant) 
rathnairn 


165 Fowler (F C Tudo 


r) v St 


ann (C 


(Crundall and Co) 
Emmott 


dge, H 
(Bexters and Co) 


166 Braggiotti (Wontner and Sons) v Hastie = ee Gray) 
167 Gifford (T D Dutton) v Williams (G H Barber’ 
168 Armstrong and Percivall (W H Armstrong) v 4 as aught and Smith (J Laidman) 


169 Moule (J H Grant) v D’Arcy (Lan; 


170 Luck (J C Scard) v Buhicrosan ( ker) 
171 Simmons (T ‘I’ Chapman) v The Sactagn Bank, Jimd (Berry and B) 
172 Neilson (Darley and C) v James (Meredith and Co 


173 Jones (Shum, C and Co) v Ayton (Martineau and 

oint and 2 v Hesketh (Lewisand L) SJ 
erson) v Husted (J Mandale) 
176 R A Mudie and Sons (Botterel and R) v AP) Son, 


174 Rice (P: 
175 Scaife (In 


177 Kinnaird (E A 


178 Graham (A H Hastie) v Leggatt = 
179 Griffin (J C E Weigall) v Seelie ( 
(A T Hewitt) v Saunders ( 
Moon) v Mackie (H W M aa 
d enr (Cummings, P and B) 
183 Cassie (Wyatt and B) v London and South-Western Ry Co ( 


180 Ashbu: 
182 Goodchildtan 


tr 


) St 


Swan) v Farrer (Simpson an 


iall (E J Anning 


184 Homburg (R Cotton) v Stephens (E Betteley) 


185 Ware 


186 Terrell Bri, 


V and 


W G Morris) v Crispin (C Smith) 
B) v Robertson (H 


B and B) 


(Briggs, ‘arper, 
187 Shield (Sandys and T) v Rowland (Walker and M Walker) 


187a jus, 


Brown and Co (Druce, Sons, and J) v Astru 


188 Braid and anr (G F Hudson, M and Co) v 


fe Kingsburg (Deane, C and Co) v Lavery (T M Cri 

90 Abrahams (Noon and C) v Newmarks (Green and 
io Berkeley (W and J Gibson) v Snell (Hopguod and Co 
192 Webb and Wife (Chappell and G) v 


don §' 


illips ( 


8J 


193 Brown (W Maynard) Eardensohn tH Me Morris) 
194 Cooke (Milne, R and M) v Winby pane and M) 


195 Allnutt (J Rae) 
196 Groom and anr ( 


Vv is Went 


(H Tyre 


197 Byrne (Carter and B) v Cooper (Heath, P and B 

198 Holmes (C J Davis) v Chittick (T R Richardson) 

199 Whaites (G H Jeram) v Burton (Stevenson and C) 

200 Semple (G B B Norman) v Hellewell (E Smith and Co) 
201 Branson (W Eley) v Jones (W Crook) 

202 Horne (Angell and Co) v Finlay (Morgan 

203 Nolf (W Eley) v Parker (W 8 Winnett if 

204 Lawton (H W H Lea) v Spooner and Wife (T D Leve: 


r) 
205 em W F Stokes) v Aston Hall Coal and Brick Co, 
(Vallance and V) v hy nee — Co, limd (R Whi 
eh v Davenport (Jas Ro 
and anr (Horns an a“ Bignell (Curtis and B) SJ 


206 Lm aig 
207 lanai 
208 ‘Arendal 


209 Same iene v Same (Same) 


210 Gutton (TJ 


211 Putland (G M Wet! 
212 Chappell (Houlders) v Pilley (H Morris) 
213 Kemp (Emmett, Son, and 8) v Hohaes (GH K and G A Fisher) 


214 Gray (F W Dol 


215 Cripps (E W Owles, 
216 Wurth (H B Wedlake) v 
H Ward 


217 Ritchie (R 


218 Wilson (C and 8 Harrison and Co) v Great 
219 Gurrud (E C Raw) 


aca ee 


)vM 


v Leac 


erson, 


p (In P 


Marthe (Bake econ 


) v Sheffield (W Ele 


and G) SJ 


llen) v Hollingsworth e P Poncione, jun) 
berfie h (8 F Langham) 


en (J 7 8J 
Palmer) 


lings 
220 Jarvis (T' Hulbert) v Osborne (Rooke and ui 
221 aye (C Etherington) v Price (H Levy) 
Gand W Webb) v Earl of Aylesford (Horns and M) 


, Bart 


art ( 
Fletcher) v Maitland 


224 Campbell ia F and E 


225 March (Randall and A) 


(Druces, J 


hester) v Vallet erp 


v Quin and 


226 Braham “J Andrews) v Michael (W H "Smith and Son) 
Goddard (Woodbridge one Sons) v Stead 


227 
228 Bol 


Goren) v Bi, 


ding ( 
229 Molenkamp (Wyatt an 


bag Crane (Harley, 
1 Robe: 


(Sorrell and Son) 


get +f —* Sons, and G) 


H 
a. 


A Edgar) 


241 Rutter (Yorke and W) v Day ) 
W e (A Willis) v F Cum eae Ce Ut Boniwond 
N J ) v Nordon (A Abrahams and Co) 8 
Raven ( gd ronal Bibonperh Co ( 





As 


and L) Kaye and Co (Kandi 
v e oO e; 
estern Loan and Discount te 





and Kerchwall (Plews and Co) 


alter Jarvis and Co) 
oem os a)" L) 


in HHall) 8J 
B — bo awe andCo) 8J 


dge) without { ey 


teamboat Co, ld (Newman, § and Co) 


eall) v Rathbone saa A and J) 


limd when and Q) 


Gro Rastern Ry Co (GA Curwood) 8J 


and A) without jury 
Co, limd (F W and H Hilbery) 


og and R) 
(J Attenborough) 


White) 
London Provident Bank (J D Peard) 


In Person) 
Fins Io 


(Peace and Scott 3rd parties) (Pritchard, 









Nov. 5, 1881. 











v Fraser and “ste Co 
oe een ot ees v Swaine (T Hul ’ 
265 Danford (Remnant and Co v/MeAlty (Johaon and Son) without jury 


Furber) 

258 (J Robinson) SJ 

259 Streeton (J London W: Works Co and ors (Wragg and E) SJ 
260 Halahan (In v Clarke and ors ea sad Son and E) 


261 Simpson (J Isaacson) v Smith (H H Poole) 
262 ‘ash and 


(iicke anda v Cain and anr (Nash 
Be ee eS ee v Hawthorne (Keene, M ani 
at W Mand) v Mackenzie and anr (Camp 
265 Home (A R Steele) v Banks (R W Cooper 


F) 


npbelt, RandH) SJ 


a4 Shaw be hecnen tag tiny By bot and anr (H A Graham) 


The S Metropolitan ) (Young, J and Co) v Dunstan & der (éthon, Sand Co; 


ao 
Now tan Trant epee and B) 


268 

269 Batchelor (@ ee Aig? pon 

270 Austin ei H Waring 7 Banks aly J <a r Child) 
271 Smith (S J Debenham) v 


Y, 
and M) v cobb and 4 (Lewis and L) SJ 


23 Fry (F 5 (Bra Powell ae 
a n 
274 Bird (Bowker, v Wadey 


‘alley Ve Jones and Co) 


275 Henderson (R J oer v Heritage (F Heritage and Co) 
276 Harris Gole) 


Br Verheraes UG bor) Waite Gn poten 
er! mn) v Watkin rson. 
278 Wallerstein ba 


Letts B 
281 Clapson (Withall and C) v 
282 Emery (E Johnson) v Philitoe we ana ar 





289 Smith (R vor v Ferrier (Walters, D and W 
290 Ro’ 


AJ ae v Haynemonn (J A Bartrum) 
279 Mercer ay agen 8 and B) v Baily (Thomson and G) 
280 yen a poy v oe "oo = (Cra and Co) 
os and Co) 
Maddox ; J 8 Ward) 

273 Dearlove (H Aird) v Lennard and Son AK oe and J) 
284 mer, re ond Co (M Hawkins) v Lee and anr (Greenfield and A) 
285 Davids (H A Patience) v Burdett, Bart (Abbott, J and Co) 
286 Maxted e ughes, H B and T) v Pemberton (Meynell and P) 

anr (Prockter and A) v Brown (Venn and Son) 
283 Smith and ors ( ely and Co) v Pertwee Ca and V) 


bertson (W B Abbott) v Baynton (Nutt and 8) 
291 reer -_ Co (J N Mason) v Sutton and Co (Armstrong and L) 


) 
292 The Co Credit and Mortgage Uorporation limd (G J and P Vanderpump) 


v Bradbury G eS ng 
293 The Union k of London (Lyne and = v Sonnenberg (Lewis and L) 
294 Nixey and anr (H H Hughes) v Cook (T Sismey) 


y 

= Gibbens (S sigs wal v Bates (J H Jonas 
Wade and anr ( 

pd Brooks (F A Rudall) v aed (GEC 


) 
low and H) v Peele heat anr (Chester, M, Band G) SJ 


arpente’ 
298 Allnutt and ors (Denton, H and F) v Luck ( 7 C Scard 


) 
299 eA yaill CE of the Carlisle Horse Clothing and Saddlery Co limd (J R Tindale) v 


ill (Keene, M 


( and » 
300 Brocas Joa (iMallena and B) v Priddy (@ T ew SJ 


7 Carter (Barton and P) v Ward (R and A Rus: 


sell) 
302 Durnford and Co (T B aes ¢ | v Brightman (a L P Eyre and Co) 


303 Massey and anr (Foord and v Corthorn (Flux 
304 May (J Curtis) v Sweet and Hughes and Sons) 


andCo) SJ 


305 Hempsted and anr Sy meg and A) v Hurst (G R Harrison) 
305 Garrett (Laundy and Son) v Emery (Maples, T and Co) 
307 Watson (Nelson, Son and H) v Knowles (G McA Low) 8J 


308 Greenaway (Bri, ee. P 7 N) v Sologuerin (J 


Andrew 


8) 
309 Verity iy Lead Moon) v Smith and anr (Mayhew, S and W) 
31 nkins (Tatham nbn Sons) v —— (McDiarmid and T) 
os Pierce Leow and G) v Ashby and Co (Trinders and Co) 
2 Paterson and anr dea yg ons and Co) v ar (W Hudson) 


313 Ward Ady | and v Pole-Carew (Lewis and 
314 Rackham eand G v Lyons (GE Oe renee) 
315 syn ors (J N Mason) v Foat (J 8 Fow! 
317 Evans (Clarke, W and R) v Sea (R Davies) 


re Vautrinpout and Co (Lyne and H) v yds and Co (Nicol, Son and J) 


318 Wells and Wife (E A Swan) v Osborne & Tk Apps) 
319 Pitney (Fitch and hd v Thistlethwaye (Lake, B and L) 
- Cremer (Willoughby and W) v Hatton (J H Shakespeare) 


by 
Same) v Stacey (Farlow ond. J 


1 Prentis 
333 per od (A on v City Permanent Benefit eens Society oo and P) 


323 Griffiths and W: 


324 pa (F R Smith Cw Bon v Tebb (Lewis and Son) 
325 W m and Co rong) v Webb (E Johnson) 
326 ont Freres ped bo — 8 and B) v Eazenberger (Tilley and 8) 
327 Wi Landfore (Fo ete v Gal (a Crafter) 
328 De Landfort (Fowler and P) v Fuller, re and Co (Wordsworth, B H and P) 
329 Powis and Co (Vombe and W) v Lake and Co (W H Bennett) 
330 Fieber Fiabe Ch. Hivington v Toes et Cie (J B Batten and Co) 
331 Daikers & Son) v Criddle (J M Chamberlain) 
332 Hollowa; Boydell) v Allen and anr (J T F Collins) 
333 Stubbs sy ‘andy v ‘stabs (F Venn and Co) 
334 How (J aye v Wolkar (Bloxams and E) 
Peace (G 8 and H Brandon) v Learoyd (Learoyd and Co) 
336 Lezard (W q Peay) ¥ v Blaiberg Moresby, White and Co) 
337 Boumgard (F nley) vw (G 8 and H Brandon) 
388 Hill and Wife ae J Burr) v Haslock (A Kerly) 
339 Calcutt eons a and B) v ors (Lewis and L 
340 Chitten ven and Co) v Graham 


e (Smith, § and C) v Great Western Ry Co (BR R Nelson) 


and H 
v The Im Insurance Co (Oliver and Sons) 


sth tae = con, ce (Ells, a and ve 


West (Tilson and BO) v Dunlop (W ynne 
Bie Watalow ‘Bros and ant CH ad V Philyott) v 


Son) 
Unwin and anr (F J and GJ 


Braikenrid 
347 Motepelitan ity © Co (Burchells) v Cotton danger a and a without jury 
4 Bader (Morten and C) v Chappell {Wilkinson and H) 


349 Titterton (W A Downing) ha een and R 
and anr (Wilson, B 
(Ashurst, M, C and Co) 


ny 


) 
C) v The Patent Dry Air Refrigerating Co limd 
351 The Storage Hepenel Oa J Follett) v Spencer.and ors (N White; Wontner and 


354 Scott (Lewis & L) v Sampson ( nl Sonsand R) SJ 
(Moresby, White and Co) v The 
Co (GJ and P bpy an 4 without jury 

356 Chaplin (Boxall and B) v Dean (H G Smaliman) without jury 

Al { ) v Groves ( ) 

Lind ceri ee fd terior, Bnd Go 

ani v or, 
Blake's d L) v Bruce (B ) "without jury 








370 D 

871 Bull (J R Chidley) v Esquilant FG Dordwell) 8J 

372 Mark on eaey) Venda Ik) vy Rscbete and ene (W Tuntion) 
373 Pope (R Chandler) v RB, and anr (T W ) 

374 Croke and L) v and anr (WT ) 

375 Ernst (Same) v Milton and anr 

= semaine (Same) v Blundell (Palmer and Co) 


urr) 
(SBR v Cook (Bell, Band G) without j 
imo Watkins Op Ww oak Ios v Manders (Preston fw f Co) 
331 Beard (8D iT , nd § Sons] : -Kennion (Peacock and G) 

e an v 
382 The oe on Bo.) abitants of the County of Surrey (F F Smallpiece) 
383 Btomel cl ik) v Sali ‘ Cantitte Band D 
bef ch T Tetoea} eo ll (Clarkson, G a ‘ 
385 Thynne (T J Robinson) v Neave and anr (. and Co) 
386 Hummel and anr (‘T A G Powell) v Hohywood GE es and Co) 
387 Thomas (W W Wynne and Son) v Connell (Mercer and-M) 
388 Leach (E A Swan) v The South-Western Loan and Discount Co limd (J Attenborough) 
on (Rooks and Co) v Sin net Bros (shoppan ‘J N Mason) 


392 Vague (Nye and G) v Bruce Mi peng wton) 
393 Clark (F Heritage and Co) v Williams “(Blicks and A) 
ooh Derty gad ane CW © Ranen) x eens anr (J F Evans, In person) without 


395 siandara Bank of London, limd (Gasquet and M) v Chatfield (Denton, Hall, and 


396 Dowels (J E Wilson) v Rackstraw (Micklethwait and Co) 

397 Municipal Feresaans Building Society (Fletcher, J and R) v Edwards and anr 
(Saunders, H and B) 

398 Same (Same) v Curris (Sheffield and Sons) 

399 Cobden (J Neale) v Hu and ors (Chester, M BandG), 8J 

400 cee! Warde) v Portch (D Aston) 


401 Retallack — AM Lonsdale (H E Mocjen) 

Lonsdale ke ien) Vv 
403 Box SS J Harman) v Nicoll (WG at) 
404 Stephens (Tatham, O and §) ¥ Benjamin (PH Halbert) 
= Moir (J B Churchill) v vores, illins) 
407 dor Ward (W EONS pene) Be E oy Rand Co) 

icholls) v Evans > 

408 Alexander (C Turner) v English Foreign Botale Botsle Co, limd (J and R Gibson) 


409 Sangster (O Vernede) v Freeman lin and W) 
byt Me late ty 
e Anglo-Maltese Hy ic an 
= — Steamship Insurance Association (Shum and Co; = 
ew 
412 Smith (Church and Co) v Smith OF Haynes) 
413 Chappell (W Eley) v Cunningham (G A Haynes 
414 Preston (Morton and C) v Ashley (H H Banyard) 
415 Backhouse heavens and Co) v Nicholson (W May) 
416 Mosely (G mter) v Roberts (R Jones and Uo) 
417 Sanderson one ony P and 8) v Hemming (Matthews and 
418 Powell, an infant (Bordman and Co) v Rider (J 8 Fowler) 
419 Lambert and ors (8 A Beck) v Skotowe (Johnston and H) 
420 Swinden (H B Forbes) v Reeves (T Sampson) 
421 Bradley (Pritchard, E and Co) v Porter “Ofains gy ar R) 
= Downs, Kennedy and Co (Trollope oped Be Vv Tae Saunders H and B) 
424 Dicker c E Freeman) v Howlett (Lewis and 
4256 Miller (Indermaur and Co) v North Seren Godfray) 8J 
426 Cousins and anr (T R Apps) v Whittome ( D 
427 437 Angus (C O Humphre ze and Son) v Bannister and (Hamlin and G) 
ams ¥ Ma yt anr AEE 4. ee ts v Simon (E Maniere) 
order ames) v Lowther 
430 Good, Flodman and Co (Parkers) v a and Sons) 
431 Flower and ors (W and J Flower, and hs Bate v = ee 
432 Dilke and ors ( Pas! v Dilke (8 
433 Cockburn (W and A R Ford) barat seeped 
434 Hughes (White, Borrett and Co) v Scott and rai 
450 Beaticlerk (Hayes and Co) v. Houldsworth cha 
ucler! an v_ Houldswoi 
“a7 Morgan Farnfields) v North Metropolitan Tram wi Cc Goats) SJ 
Wittne ns (R Voss) v Crowden and anr (Robinson, P and.8, 
ro Wi and anr (A © Lewis) v Stechelbach (Jas Soe” 
440 Bailey” (Same) v Salomons (Lewis and 
441 Puller (H Keeble) v Detmold ew » 
442 Hussey (Gasquet and M) v Dobbi ary and orman) 
443 Crane (Harley, Jones =, J) v Lapworth (W R Philp) 
444 Cramer and Co (G 8 and H Brandon) v eg as anr (E Johnson ; Benn Davis) 
445 Tilden (T Southgate) v Wallis (J S Fowler and Co) 
446 Reid (Dubois and R) v Runtz (Debenham 
447 Harris and Wife (Johnston and H) ) v Macartney and Wife (A 0 Spauil) 
448 Leggatt (Walter, Jarvis et v Webster (Hastie and Son) 8J 
449 Chase and ors (J and M Pontifex) v Young (A Young) 
B ohnson) v Bannister (H W 
451 (vie Lane) vee eee ae ee R) 
452 Mi Seaton ‘oulkes ewer & Co) 
454 Rendell (WW Nicholsca) ¥ Bird (Shep (Shepbeard and Yond Seas) 
e icholson) v Bird 
455 W Levett and Co limd, by J Worley, liqdr (G Blagden) ) Courtney (Willoughby and 


W) 
456 Gibbs and anr (G F Hudson, Matthews and Co) v Thomas (Lewis and L) 
457 Chambers iy = =| v Lowther (In 
458 Bostelmann SY Garden Chamleg? Son and P) 
459 Fraser (S v Cardew (Lumley and L) 
tat aseae Batty td W)v Wate > 
van, ouseunenn, Os &e. gy Mo yg ahem 


London rama Go (Lima) (I 0 Jasob) 83 


and Co) 
466 Da, Mand ' B) N te 
i oe Piao (gemma 
an an rts) ¥ 
469 Lindsey and Wife (Stones, M and 8) v Elliott (C F B Birchall) 


F Weall Oe eae 

471 Davis (Carr, Son, and T y Davis (G@ Weueetona 
Shephard) + Foakes (, Drew) 

473 Same (Same) v Jemmett ( Son and Co) 
















14 THE SOLICITO 








RS’ JOURNAL. | Nov. 5, 1881. 








er oe and Iron Co Limd (Burton, Y H and B) v Bloomer ‘(Andrew Wood 
an 


479 Studholme (F R Coote) v Godden (Wilkinson and H) 

480 Lafargue and Co (W. Tatham and Son) v Pinder (Collyer Bristow and Co) 
481 Watson (J. W. Hickin) v Watson, Kipling, and Co, Imd. (J. J. & J. 0. Allen) 
482 Harrison (A. Harrison) v Law (Purkiss, & P.) 

483 Brown (W. Maynard) v Kerfoot (R. J. Jackson) 

484 Lee (Lee & G.) v Graham (Helder, R. & G.) 

485 ®mith (C. Thorp) v Walker and Wife (F L Soames) 

486 Thomas (J. C. Button and Co) v Harper (C. W. T. Yielding) 

487 Gould (G. F. Emmett) v Downes (Wills and W) 

488 Winckworth and Wife (J. H. N. Briggs) v Reed (J. H. B. Wakeling) 

489 Williams (Pawle & F ) v Mercier (Lewis and L) SJ 

490 Corry (Parkers) v Holder (H. R. B. Bruxner) 





LEGAL NEWS. 


It is stated that the health of Sir James Hannen, the President of 
the Probate and Divorce Court, is improving, and it is expected that he 
will be able to resume his judicial duties much sooner than was 


expected. 

Mr. Justice Lindley and Mr. Ford North, Q.C., were on Tuesday sworn 
in before the Lord Chancellor at his country residence, Blackmoor, Peters- 
field, Hants, the former asa Lord Justice of Appeal and the latter as a judge 
of the High Court of Justice. 

The City Press reports a case in the Lord Mayor's Court, hefore Mr 
Woodthorpe Brandon, assistant judge, in which a defendant objected to the 
case being proceeded with, on the ground that plaintiff's solicitor in the 
action for which the costs were incurred was not upon the rolls of the 
court. The costs could not therefore be recovered. His lordship: Where 
do you find that laid down? Defendant: In your lordship’s own 
work. 

Several of the best-known firms of Birmingham solicitors have, says the 
Globe, just been made the victims of an ingenious swindle. A man having 
every appearance of bg, gentleman has called upon them, and asked 
for assistance in filing a liquidation petition, representing that he lived 
some distance off. His custom was to enter into the minutest details as 
to hie affairs, and subsequently induce his victims to lend him several 
pounds, on the plea that he had been suddenly called upon to go home to 
meet his auctioneer, and that he bad run rather short of money. The 
swindler, having obtained a considerable sum in this way, has decamped, 
and is now supposed to be pursuing similar practices in other 
towns. 


Mr. Justice Chitty, on taking his seat on Wednesday, stated, for the 

idance of the bar and the public, that all actions with witnesses pendin 
or trial and where briefs had been delivered to him had been transferre 
for trial only to Mr. Justice Kay. As to non-witness actions, he proposed 
to adopt the same course where he had read the briefs; but he should be 
happy to listen to any application made to him by the parties. In reference 
to any motions which had stood over from before until after the long 
vacation, and in which he had been engaged as counsel and had read the 
briefs, the actions ought also be transferred. Where he had not read the 
briefe, he thought those actions ought also to be transferred if either party 
desired it. Where he had been engaged as counsel in a motion ph the 
action was now set down for trial, he should be happy to accede to any 
similar application for transfer. Actions where judgment had been already 
delivered would remain in his court. As to the conduct of business, his 
lordship stated that he proposed to continue Friday as his motion day, 
and that he intended to devote next week to non-witness actions. He 
should adopt the rule of the Master of the Rolls as to sitting at ten, 
and rising so far as possible at three. 








SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Nov. 8.—Mesers. Cutxnock, Gatswortuy, & Cuinnock, at the Mert, at 2p.m, 
Shares (see aivertisement, Oct. 22, p. 3) 

Nov. 8.—Mr. Wu114m Hovouton, at the Mart, at 2 p.m. Freehold Building 
Estate (see adveriisement, Oct. 29, p. 957). 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS, 


BIRTHS. 
Rostxe.—Nov. 1, at 17, Alexandra-road, South Hampstead, N.W., the wife of 
Julian Robins. barrister-at-law, of a son. : ‘ 
een On 27, at Alexandra Park, Oldham, the wife of T. H. Smyth, solicitor, 
aon. 
TexRret..—Oct. 31, at Thames Bank, Staines, the wife of Gilbert Terrell, solicitor, 


of @ son. 
MARRIAGE. 
Muneren—MacDexnmorr.—Oct. 26, at Adoration 


Chapel, Merrion-square South, 
John Philip Munster, barrister-at-law, Middle Temple, to 
Macdermott, M.D., of Dublia. 


Mary Frances, 


DEATH, 
at The Cedars , Ea 


Waicut.—Nov. ward Wright, LL.D., barrister-at- 


LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankrupts. 
Farpay, Oct 28, 1881. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London, 
Senac, Louisa, Phillimore terrace, Kensington. Pet Oct 25, Pepys. Nov 16 at 12 
Upton, Lewis, Leadenhall st, Jeweller. Pet Oct 25. Pepys. Nov 16 at 12 
be sy  Wnaed Thomas, Jewin crescent, Brace Manufacturer, Pet Oct 25. Pepys. 
ov 9 at 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Brombilla, Leone, and Henry Bradley, Lower Sydenham, Kent, Builders. Pet Sept 20, 
Bristow. Greenwich, Nov 11 atl 
Elsworth, Benjamin, Low Wortley, York, Cab Proprietor. Pet Oct 25. Marshall, Leeds, 
Nov 9 at 11 
Kaye, John, Honley, Almondbury, York, Saddler. Pet Oct 25, Jones. Huddersfield, 
ll 


Nov 16 at 
Scott, Thomas, Eccleshill, York, Woolstapler. Pet Oct 24. Lee. Bradford, Nov § at12 
Thompson, William, Horsforth, York, Butcher. Pet Oct 26. Marshall. Leeds, Nov 9 


at 11 
Tvuxspay, Nov. 1, 1881. 
Under the Bankruptey Act, 1869. 
To Surrender in London. 
Brown, Rayner, Tuilerie st, Hackney rd, Wholesale Boot Manufacturer. Pet Oct 27. 
Pepys. Nov 11 at 12.30 ‘ 
Cortesi, Joseph, Whitechapel rd, Restaurant Keeper. Pet Oct 29. Hazlitt. Nov 11 at 1 
Currie, Cecilia Cadogan, Barclay rd, Walham Green. Pet Oct 27. Pepys. Nov 11 at 12.30 
Cuthbert, Richard, Langham st, Pet Oct 27. Pepys. Nov ll atl 
Middleton, Peter, Old Bond st, Tailor. Pet Oct 21. Hazlitt. Nov 16 at1 
Pook, William James, Watbrook, Solicitor. Pet Oct 28. Hazlitt. Nov 16 at 12.30 
Smith, William Gregory, Walton pl, Knightsbridge, of no occupation. Pet Oct 27, 
Pepys. Nov 16 at 12.30 
To Surrender in the Country. 


Appleton, Cornelius Lyde, Shepton Mallett, Somerset, Ironmonger. PetOct28, Foster. 
Wells, Nov 17 at 12 

Ashman, Elijah Thomas, Twerton, Somerset, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet Oct 29. Robert- 
son. Bath, Nov 12 at 11.30 

Bedford, John, Ramsgate, Kent, Restaurant Keeper. Pet Oct 28, Furley. Canterbury, 
Nov 18 at 2 

Brangwin, George Thomas, and John Arthur Brangwin, Bray, Berks, Grocers. Pet Oct 
29. Darvill. Windsor, Nov 19 at 12 

Jarvis, William, Margate, Kent. Pet Oct28. Furley. Canterbury, Nov 18 at 12 


Lowe, Peter Walker, Salford, Lancaster, Painter. Pet Oct 27, Hulton. Salford, Nov 
16 at 2 
Morgans, Evan, Cilcennin, Cardigan, Farmer. Pet Oct 21. Jenkins. Aberystwith, 


Nov 18 at 12 
Price, Richard, Oldham, Lancaster, Joiner. Pet Oct 27. Tweedale, Oldham, Nov 16 
at 3 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Tuxrspay, Nov, 1, 1881. 


Bedingfield, Charles Henry, Leicester, Tobacconist. Oct 27. _ 
Rumble, Walter, Snodland, Ként, Manufacturer of School Sationery. Oct 28 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF OREDITORS. 
Farpay, Oct, 28, 1881. 


Abrahams, William Benjamin, Burdett rd, Bow, Ironmonger. Nov 8 at 3 at offices of 
Finch, Borough High st “ 
Armstrong, Edward, Wheatley hill, Durham, Colliery Engineer. Nov 11 at 11 at offices 
of Brignal, Sadler st, Dur! 
Attwood, Edwin, Guildford, Surrey, Blacksmith. Nov 14 at 2 at Borough Halle, North 
st, Guildford. White 
Ball, James, Manchester, Drysalter, Nov 9 at 3 at offices of Southam, Cross st, Man- 
chester 
Barlow, James, Chester, Provision Dealer. Nov 9 at 2 at offices of Cartwright, White. 
friars, Chester 
Beard, Samuel, Drakes Broughton, Worcester, Market Gardener. Nov 11 at 3 at offices 
of Allen and Beauchamp, Sansome pl, Worcester 
Bensusan, David Levy, og | pavement, Contractor for Fire Brigade Requirements. 
Nov 9 at 3 at offices of Wells, Paternoster row 
Bentley, Alfred, Bingley. York, Grocer. Nov 9 at 11 at offices of Lancaster and Co, 
Manor row, Bradfo: 
Boucher, George Henry, Cheltenham, Carpenter. Nov 7 at 12 at Northfield House, 
Cheltenham. Potter, Cheltenham 
Bowes, James William, Stockton-on-Tees, Greengrocer. Nov 7 at 11 at offices of 
. Fowler, Bridge rd, Stockton-on-Tees 
Boyes, William, Birmingham, Coach Spring Manufacturer, Nov 10 at 3 at offices of 
Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham 
Bramhall, John, Sheffield, Schoolmaster. Nov 10 at 12 at offices of Aunty and Sons, 
Queen st, Sheffield > 
ee jena, Buetield, Merchant’s Clerk. Nov 10 at 2 at offices of Ehrenfeldt, High at 
efield, Binne 
Brown, William, Manchester, Soap Manufacturer, Nov 9 at 11 at offices of Parker and 
Stocks, Norfolk st, Manchester 
Oallow, Edward, jun, Lewisham, Kent, Grocer. Nov 4 at 4 at 262, High Holborn. 
Staniland, King st, Cheapside 
Camden, Alfred, Long lane, Bermondsey, Undertaker. Nov 16 at 3 at offices of Fowler 
and Co, Borough High st, Southwark 
Chadwick, Henry Frank, Manchester, Auctioneer, Nov 10 at 3 at offices of Farrington, 
Princess st, Manchester 
Childs, George, Potters Bar, Hay Dealer. Nov 16 at 11 at offices of Russel, Coleman at 
Clark, George, Stafford, Greengrocer. Nov 16 at 12 at offices of Twynam, Crabbery st, 


Staffor 

Clough, William, South Shields, Draper. Nov 8 at 2 at offices of Aitchison, Colling- 
wood st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Coskerofs, Kinser ys Todmorden, Tork, Cotton Manufacturer, Nov 10 at 3.90 al Queen 

otel, 'T orden, wood, 

Colley, Thomas, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Beerhouse Keeper, Nov 10 at 2 at offices of 
Joel, Newgate st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Cooke, Alfred, Evesham, Woresster, Cabinet Maker. Nov 10 at 11 at Cross Keys Inn, 
Evesham. ‘Tree and Son, Worcester 





Dabs, 


law, of Flora Ville, Donny aged 71, 





Cracknell, Henry st, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. Nov 9 at 12 at Minors’ 
Inn, Queen st, Dudley, Son, Worcester 


Tree and 
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Crankahaw, Wiliam, Standish, Licensed Victualler, Nov 10 at 3 at Manorca Hotel, 
arkinson 


Deacon, con, Alfred i Lavenham, Suffolk. ee. Nov 11 at 12 at Gdildhall, 
Bury St. Edm Salmon and Son, Bury 8t Edmunds 
so a Beene, Warwick. Upholsterer, Nov 7 at 11 at officesof Banderson, Church st 


Dobson, George, York, Cowkeeper. Nov 15 at 12 at offices of Wilkinson, St Helen’s sq, 
gis, John, Marlborough, Wilts, Tailor. Nov 8 at 12 at offices of Rodway, Fore st, 
BE oe, Worcester, Picture Frame Maker. Nov 8 at 4 at offices of Tree and Son, 
rae Na Bena Green rd, Butcher, Nov 16 at 11 at offices of Ratcliff, Bishops- 


Flashman, George Tarring, Scarborough villas, Wood Green, Painter. Nov 9 at 11.30 
at Unwin Arms, Sestentiien lane, Hornsey. ‘Archer, Brayard rd, Peckham 

Foster, Abraham, Lazenby Grange, nr Northallerton, Farmer. Nov Il at 8 at Golden 
Lion Hotel, Northallerton. Waistell, Northallerton 

Frith, John, and John West, Manchester, Cotton Spinners. Nov 11 at 3 at offices of 
Sale and Go, Booth at, Manchester 

Geary,‘Edwin, Cannock, Stafford, Dentist. Nov 7 at11 at offices of Duignan and Co, 
the Bridge, Walsall 

George, Charles, Worcester, Fruit Dealer. Nov 15 at 11 at offices of Hulme, Angel st, 
Wodcester 

Green, hag ad Newton Moor, Chester, Grocer. Nov 10 at 3 at offices of Drinkwater, 


Green, Hichard ne, H; 
_ Herts, Miller. Nov 17 at 3 at Law Institution, Chancery lane, 
Meynell, Castle st, Holborn 
Greening, Charles Joseph, Birmingham, Shoe Dealer. Nov 9 at 2 at offices of Sargent 
and Son, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 
Gregory, David. Lianelly, Carmarthen, Grocer. Nov 11 at 11 at offices of Randell, 
Frederick st, Lianelly 
Gronow, Daniel, , Pontypridd, Glamorgan, Shoemaker. Nov 9 at 12 at offices of Lewis, 
Church st, 
aroves, Wiliam, fn & Shrewsbury, Innkeeper. Nov 7 ut 12 at offices of Edwards, Pride 
rews' 
Gwyer, Joseph. B aos Se st{Within, Merchant. Nov 23 at 3 at offices of Watney and 
‘0, Clement’s lane, 
Hadield, John, and William Hadfteld, Nottingham, Shoe Manufacturers, Nov 14 at 12 
at 14, Low pavement, Nottingham. "Black 
Hallam, Arthur, Leicester, Harness Maker. Nov 11 at 12 at offices of Hunter and 
Curtis, Halford st, Leicester 
= n, William ment teh ee ga ee Medlock, Traveller. Nov 14 at 3 at offices 
yeroft, Brown st 
vasinee, James James, Oxford st, Tivcenet Victualler. Nov 14 at 2 at offices of Layton and 
Harland, deg Redcar, York, out of business. Nov 5 at 10 at Black Swan Hotel, 
York, Vachell, Leen weet 
Hawke, Thomas Gaggs, Braishfield, Hants, Farmer. Nov 11 at 3 at offices of Kilby, 
Portland st, a 
Heal, bey George, Southsea, Hants, Wholesale Grocer. Nov 9 at 3 at 145, Cheapside, 
ortsea 
Hemmings, John Wright, Halford, Warwick, Farmer. Nov 21 at 1 atoffices of Han- 
cock and Hiron, Shi ton-on-Stour 
Herbert, David, Abe' lovey, aed Clerk in Holy Orders. Nov 8 at 12 at offices of 


ae and Son and Bons, P iy he he Abe th 

e; Hinckley, Willenhall, Stafford, Rim Lock Manufacturers. 
ne 10 at 11 at er a Clark, New rd, Willenhall 

Hind, William Blakeston, Barnard Castle, Durham, Sfosnaet Victualler. Nov 14 at 2 at 
offices of Brewis and Co, Grey st, Newcastle-upon-Tyn 

Hingeley, Emma, Birmingham, Fancy Draper. Nov 10 at 12 at offices of Garland, 
Colmore row, Birmingham 

Hoad, rena Hewlett, tt Knighton, Radnor, Ostler. Nov 11 at 1 at Horse and Jockey Inn, 
Knigh Bowles, Ludlow 

Hump re Daniel, 1, Lianfyllin, Montgomery, Jeweller. Nov 15 at 1 at Queen’s Hotel, 
New st, Birmingham. Llanfyllin 

oe Richard Henry, MGoole. uyore, Gr Grocer. Nov 10 at 2 at offices of Hind and 


Jackson, Robert, Leicester, Confectioner, Nov 16 at 3 at offices of Hincks, Bowling 
Green st, Leicester 

Jensen, Hans Peter Fredrik, Wardour st, Soho, Seateeeneiar, Nov 16at3 atInns of 
Court Hotel, High Holborn. Levy, Surrey st, Strand 

Kidd, Thomas, Birkenhead, Chester, Grocer. Nov 10 at 2 at offices of Francis, Hamil- 


ton irke 

King “Thomas, Cuddington, Hottord, Hay and Straw Dealer, Nov 16 at 2.30 at offices 

and Co, Park st West, Li uton 

Kirk, Francis, Scarborough, York, Hotel Proprietor, Nov 9 at3 at St Thomas’s Hotel, 
Museum st, York. Watson, Leeds 

Lawley, Francis Charles, Victoria st, Westminster, Journalist. Nov 10 at 2 at offices of 
Bey: us and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Leaver, James, jun, Blackburn, Lancaster, Draper. Oct 31 at 3 at offices of Gillibrand, 
George st, Manchester. Scott, Blackburn 

Lees, Samuel, Dewsbury, York, Provision Merchant. Nov 15 at 10.30 at offices of 
Ridgway and Co, U ion st, Dewsbury 

Lewis, Edward P toby and Thomas Griffiths Lewis, Middlesborough, York, Grocers. Nov 
10 at 3.30 at offices of Archer, High st, Stockton on Tees 

ss =— Wilts, Pork Butcher. Nov 7 at 3 at offices of Boodle, Albion bldgs, New 

windon 
— Seth, Ossett, near Wakefield, York, Woollen Cloth Manufacturer. Nov 10 at 
2 at Brayshaw’s Northern Hotel, Wellington st, Leeds. Burton, Ossett 

Monkton, William Palmer, 8t John’s rd, Hoxton, Butcher. Nov 7 at 3 at offices of 
on Fenchurch st 
Moore, Griffith, Bugbrooke, Northampton, Licensed Victualler. Nov 11 at 3 at offices of 


Becke, Derngate, N "4 
Morris, hew, omnes, ilts, Butcher. Nov 9 at 3 at offices of Ames, Frome 
Mort, Charles Frederic bai gg peor r Salton, Lancaster, Grocer. Nov 9 at 3 at 
offices of Eckersley, Wawader at, Bo 


.— Edmund 0) beg 22 nt Yo "Ptumber. Nov 9 at 11 at offices of Lake.and 
sunday, Ch Chases, Ol on Kent rd, Perambulator Manufacturer. Nov 12 at 10 at offices of 
egw ote "Willows, Bay Bakewell, Derby, Innkeeper. Nov 15 at 3 at offices of Broomhead, 


North, Onristopher, Wolverhampton, Metal Dealer. Nov 4 at 3 at offices of Thorne, Old 
Bank Chambers, Bas tage pre s- 

O'Hare, Patrick, Widnes, ienenetet, Grocer, Nov 10 at 3 at Law Association, Cook st, 
Liverpool, Thomas, St Helens 

Prigs, Joseph, Ganley, ‘ord, out of business, Nov 7 at 10 at offices of Ashmall, 

ion 6 
Priest, Edward, Dadley pak Ay Bradford, York, Grocer. Nov 9at 3 at offices of Lake 
Ranford, Samuel Henry, Lewisham, Kent, Cattle Dealer. Nov 15 at3 at Masons Hall, 


Clayton, York, Grocer. Nov 7 at 2,30 at Chamber of 
Commerce, Market st, Bradford, Terry and Oo. Bradford 


D Plumber, claw mare Nov 7 at 3 at offices of Simpson and 
chase ae bs hots Coal Merchant. Nov 9 at 1 at offices of Owen, 
, ‘ov 9 at 1 at offices 
High st, Bangor 4 


Robertson, H. Mount Pleasant, Ce Nov 8 at 3 at offices 
of baenal Mosley at, Newent . 
soso Nov 11 at 11 at offices of Heath, Amen 


alley, Derby 
x moan Draper, Nov 9 at 1 at offices of Robson, Townhall, 
— Francis, Hoth Surrey, out of business, Nov 9 at 3 at offices of Brewor, City rd, 


shar ool card William, William st, Kennington pk rd, Dairyman. Nov 17 at 2 at offices 
5) ag a hd ff 8 inn 
stan Rivas d, Halifax, Grocer. Nov 10 at 11 atoffices of Garsed, Barum-top, 


shaw, i vittiam, ag Stafford, out of business. Nov 11 at 3 at offices of Sword, 


shepherd James, Dorking, Surrey, Fellmonger. Nov 17 at 11 at offices of Sadler, High 

st, Dorkin: 

Simons, Ralph, and Frederick Moses Marks, Warwick ct, Holborn, Fine Art Publishers. 
Nov 8 at 8 at offices of Parkes, Queen Victoria st 

oo, by re Aides, ,Ironmonger. Nov 11 at 11 at Anderton's Hotel, Fleet st. 
vi ers! 

smith, Frank, Leamington, Warwick, Grocer, Nov 9 at 11 at offices of East, Temple st, 


Pa cy, Willian Ui en Isleworth, Grocer. Nov 18 at 3 at offices of Woodbridge and 
Sons, 
Sunter, Robert, Thvvaite Bridge, nr Hawes, York, Farmer. Nov 11 at 3 at White Hart 
Hotel, Hawes. Jefferson, Northallerto: 
Swatman, Thomas, jun, Lowestoft, Suffolk, Builder. Nov 14 at 12 at offices of Seago and 
Son, High st, Lowestoft 
— — Norfolk, Baker, Novgl0at 11 at offices of Palmer, Swaff- 
m, No 
Thomas, Thomas, Cross Inn, Llandebie, Carmarthen, Builder. Novy 17 at 1 at offices of 
Bishop and Childs, Llandilo 
— haf re Bristol, out of business. Nov 9 at 2 at offices of Clifton and Carter , 
Broad st, B 
'Tombleson, Philip Bowker, Upwell, Norfolk, Wheelwright, Nov 17 at 3 at offices of 
Webber, Bridge bldgs, Wisbech 
Tucker, Isaac, Middlesborough, Butcher, Nov 8 at 10 at offices of Catchpole, Argye 
bldgs, Wilson st, Middlesborough. Tucker 
Vaug an, William, junr, Mattress Maker, Leicester. Nov 14 at 12 at offices of Buckby, 
Gallowtree-gate, Leicester 
Waterston, Joseph. agama a Merchant. Nov 9 at 2 at offices of Joel, 


Newgate st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
gow jurveyor. Nov 10 at 3 at offices of Hardcastle and Barnfather 


Wheater, William, Leeds, 
Victoria 8 is 
——, abet B Royle, High Lever rd, Notting Hill, Teacher of Music. Nov 12 at1 
s of Warde, Chancery lane 
baston, Warwick, Shoe Manufacturer. Nov 16 at 11 at office 


Whitehouse, Cornelius, Edg' 
of Taylor, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Wightman, Richard, Newcastle-upon- , Mineral Water Manufacturer. Nov 8 at 2 
at offices of Pybus, Post Office chbrs, Newcastle-upon- ‘Tyne 

—— = Stockton-on-Tees, . Nov? at 11 at offices of Chambers, Sadler 

rham 

Wintel, Job, Mayfield, Stafford, Coal Merchant. Nov 8 at 11 at offices of Wilzon, 
Station at, Burton-on-Trent 

ie James John, Tulham rd, Shoemaker. Nov 10 at 2 at offices of Webb, Austin 


Woolliscroft, John, Hanley, Butcher. Nov 8 at 12 at offices of Tennant and Co, Cheap- 


side, Hanley 
Tunspay, Nov. 1, 1881 

Abrahams, James Hunt, Salisbury, Wilts, Clothier. Nov l4at 3 at offices of Joeolyne 
and Co, King st, Cheapside. Hodding, poy oe 

Aldridge, James William Darnell, ter, Lee, Pawnbroker. Nov 16 at 3 at offices 
of Parkes, Queen Victoria st 

Allen, Thomas, Leicester, Engineer. Nov 15 at 12 at offices of ise - 

icester 
Armishaw, George Watson, and Roland New, Li 


2 at offices of armood and Co, s North Joun Liverpool, end Co, Liverpol 

Armstrong, James, Hartlepool, Durham, Sa’ Proprietor, Ere Pat tt at of 
mo aga Church st, West Hartl 

Arnold, Francis, and John Thomas Cave, Northampton, Shoe Manufacturers. Nov 15 
at 3 at offices of Walker, ng a Northampton 

Askell, George, Stamfordham, Northumberland, Farmer, Nov 11 at 1 at offices of Jeel, 
Newgate st, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Bailey, Alfred, lowe Sams lane, Lambeth, Cheesemonger. Nov 18 at 3 at offices 
of Fowler and Co 

Barby, Thomas, Warafo tcf Great Driield, York, Farmer. Nov 11 at 3 at Keys 

Hotel, Driffield. reat Drifficld 

Bast, Walter Herbert, x melee, +, Wilts, Bil Poster. Nov 11 at 11 at offices of Hill and 
Slader, Crown chmbrs, Salisbury 

Bavin, John, Metheringham, Lincoln, Farmer. Nov 10 at 11 at offices of Page, junior, 

Biand, William Mountain, Darlington, Durham, Tailor. Nov 17 at 11 at offices of 
Robinson, Chancery lane, Darl 

Pal, Conrad, Chareh st, Deptford, Baker. Nov 14 at3 at offices of Sandom and Co, 

racechurch st 
Bongers, Henry Augustus, Victoria st, Colour Manufacturer. Noy. 17 at 3 at 
ces, 


of Munns and Longden, Old Jewry 
Boughton, Joseph Guest, Cheltenham, Surgeon. Nov 15 at 12 at Bath Hotel, Albion st, 
Cheite’ nham. Dighton, Newent 
Buchan, Charles Forbes, Bedford, Surgeon. Nov 15 at 11 at offices of Ewen and 
Phong 3. Xk st West, Luton . Nov 18 at 12 06 20, 
‘annon, pee, Hee hy Licensed Victualler. Nov Bassing- 
hall Princess st, 8 


st, Prockter pitalfields 
Yosucnh, Tenens. Be South Ston teoan Fivede. Nov 9 at 3 at offices of Shutie, 
Portland st, gg ao " 


Ferguson, J Newcastl oe See, Comeetan Segue Nov 8 at 11 at offices of 
Hoimes moody mon, Pgeim 't, Newcastloapon-T bd 

Finlaw, Sy hields, Durham, Builder. Nov 11 at 3 at offices of Green, King 
st, South Shh 


Fesshats, Senaph, Lapin, ape, Palen Nov 10 at 11 at offices of Mills, Alfred st, 
rn John, Hollingwood, near Oldham, Lancaster, Cotton Spinner, Nev 11 ab 430 
at Offices of Sale and Co, Booth st, Manch 

renee, Reuben, Bridge rd, Barnes, Florist Nov 16 at 10 at offices of Barratt, London 
Gal a | di Peter , Ashton- 

ntagher, Joep, Sn . ander-Lyne, Provision Merchants. 
carre Thomea, Hunedon, Hertford, Parmer, Nov 21 at 2 at. offices of Armstrong, 
—. eee Finisher. Nov 16 at 3 at offices of Earle and Co, 
were a a a Financial Agent, Nov 22 at 11 at offices of 
crab, W lina, Latloport, Cassbetign Fanner, Nov 16 at 1.30at Lamb Hotel, Bly. 
Dale. Charles Sheffield, Cabinet Case Maker, Nov 9 at 11 at offices of Mellor, 


Davison Rochester, K: Pork a ay 
sia, Hrancos, ent, Nov at at 9 a4 Kings Head Hotel 
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Edwards, Hi 
aS 
wards, Tho 
Ody, Biackfriars rd 


Hotel, ‘pracknell Wheeler and Serjeant, Wokingham 


Fairless, Joseph, junr, Side, Newcastle-upon- ayae, Auctioneer, Nov 14 at3 at offices of 
Nov 9 at 3 at offices of Parry, Colmore 


Stanford, Collingwood st, Newcastle-upon- 
Fallows, Thomas, Birmingham, Beer Retailer. 
row, Birmingham 


- Thomas, Aston, nr Birmingham, Builder, Nov 12 at 11 at offices of Jaques, Temple 
Nov 12 at 1.80 at Lamb Hotel, Ely. 


w, Birmin, 
Gill, “William, Littiopor, Cambridge, Farmer. 
ilkin, King’s Li 
Glynn, James, St. 
offices of Armstrong, Chancery lane 


Green, ns Leicester, Tobacconist. Nov 18 at 3 at offices of Wright, Belvoir st, 


Leiceste’ 


Grieve, Walter, Newhbold-upon-Avon, Warwick, Trainer of Race Horses. 


Crewe Arms ‘Hotel, Crewe. Fowler, Liverpool 


Haffner, Leonard, and Frederick Haffner, Lineholt, Ombersley, Worcester, Farmers. 
Nov 14 at 11 at ‘offices of Tree and Son, High st, Worcester 

Hannaford, William John, Ramsgate, Smack Owner. Nov 12 at 2 at Royal Harbour Inn, 

Nov 18 at 1 at Fleece Hotel, Canierbury. 


Nov 9 at 12 at 12, Regent st, Cheltenham. 


Addington st, Ramsgate. Hills, Ramsgate 
Harris, Charles, Wingham, Kent, Builder. 


, Ramsgate 
ee; William, Cheltenham, Greengrocer. 
Billings 


Hollingbery, Charles, East st, Victoria Park, Shoe Manufacturer, 


§ {Churton st, Pimlico, Dutton 


Hope, John Henry, Ancoats, Manchester, Brush Manufacturer. Nov 17 at 11 at offices 
Nov 14 at 3 at offices of Farrington, 


of son, Kennedy st, Manchester 

Hurst, William, Didsbury, Lancaster, Bricklayer. 
Princess st, Manchester 

Jones, Richard Ranson, Walbrook, Commission Agent. 
Bedford row 


Jordan, William, Commercial rd East, Window Blind Maker, 
Nov 14 at 3 at offices of Chandler 


Shearer, Basinghall st. Scott, Aldermanbury 
Lansley, John, Basingstoke, Southampton, Smith, 
and Son, Basingstoke 
Limpus, James Dainty, High st, Putney, Dairyman. 
Lincoln’s inn fields. Morehouse, Portugal st 
Lowe, George, Leycett, Stafford, Grocer. 
Newcastle-under-Lyme 


ieee, Wolfgang Gustav, Mark lane, Merchant, Nov 17 at 12 at offices of Cramp 


and Son, Philpot lane 

Martin, George, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler. 
Cook st, Liverpool 

Matts, George Henry, Leicester, Hay and Corn Dealer. 
Belvoir st, Leicester 


McComb, William, Wolstanton, Stafford, Ale and Porter Merchant. 


offices of Alcock, Newcastle et, Burslem 


Mellor, Obadiah, Ladmanlow, near Buxton, Derby, Greengrocer. 
Cooper, Congleton 
Memmott, Walter George, Sheffield, Electro Plate Manufacturer. 


Bear Inn, King Edward st, Macclesfield. 


of Binney and Co, Queen st chmbrs, Sheffield 
Moore, Daniel, bie 


1, Stafford, Builder. 
Bridge Bt, Walsal 


Moss, John, Tunstall Stafford, Builder. 
Moody, Tunsta 


Noon, Richard, Frankfort terrace, Paddington, Newsagent. 


Welman, Westbourne grove, Bayswater 


Ovors, William, and Henry Webb, Birmingham, Bookbinders. 
Nov ll at 12 at Bull Hotel, Trump- 


Haigh, Waterloo st, Birmingham 
Porter, Hugh, Haddenham, Cambridge, Farmer. 
nm st, Cambridge. Gaches, Peterborough 


Poskitt, Mark, Kellington, near Fenybridge, York, Farmer. 


Hotel, Pontefract. Kaberry, Pontefract 


Priest, Enoch, Oldbury, Worcester, Coal Dealer. Nov 16 at 11 at offices of Shakespeare, 


Church st, Oldb 


ury 
Henry, Central Market, West Smithfield, Provision Salesman. 
Solomon, Finsbury pavement 
Nov 16 at 11 at offices of Tree and Son, 


the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. 
Ranford, Joseph, Worcester, Tinplate Worker. 
High st, Worcester 
Robinson, Charles, Park Mews, Kilburn, Cab Proprietor. 
Fleet st. Hope 
Roe, Wiltiam, Chatham, Boopmaker. 
Shak , Newgate st 





rs, William, Albert ter, King’s Cross, Cab Proprietor. 


ward, Southampton bldgs, Chancery lane 


Salberg, Frederick Sigismund, Louis Salberg, and Samuel Heymann, Aldermanbury 
Merchants. Nov 24 at 3 at Cannon st Hotel, Cannon st, 


as General 
and Co, West st, Finsbury circus 


, Fisher-lane, Turnham Gree’ Dec Wi Nov 16 at 11 at Lew 
cery-lane, Collins and Wilkinson, in 
ne ga Wyndham rd, Camberwell, roar. 


iter William, Bracknell, Berks, Harness Maker. 


Sieny’s Cemetery, Harrow rd, Master Stonemason. Nov 17 at 2 at 


Nov 16 at 3 at offices of Fitch, 
Nov 14 at 3 at 3, Portugal st, 
Noy 16 at 11 at offices of Griffith, Lad lane, 


Nov 16 at 2 at offices of Knowles, 


Nov 15 at 3 at offices of Wright, 


Nov 16 at 3 at offices of Cotterell and Carter, 
Nov 11 at 3 at offices of Hollinshead and 


Nov 10 at 11 at 10, Bell yard, 
Nov 14 at 3 at the King’s Head Hotel, High st, 


William st 
Nov 9 at 3 at offices of 


Nov 16 at 3 at Station | Smerdon, Th 


Smith, 


Smith, Samuel, Sedgle 


Suthsell, William, 
‘Surfleet. 


be 
ices 0} 
Nov 12 at 1 af 


Market st, 
Roberts, Coleman st 


Office 1, the Eastg: 


Nov 19 at 11 at 4, 
High st, Brierley Hill 


Hotel, Upton-u 
Williams, ary 
Lambert, the Prome: 


Nov 11 at 3 at offices of neg 


Lord st, Liverpool 





chbrs, Victoria 8q, 


Lord st, Live’ 


vou Jose 
borough. 


offices of C 


Nov 14 at 11 at 


ony, te » Robert, et, Newport Isle Razin dn Glover, 
iD 


Soden North bidgs, Prine rN 


omas, 
Argyll st. aeenite a Three Crown 


an a mith, Morpeth, Northum 
of Gillespie and Co, Westgate rd, eaters 4h bn 
a on Licensed Victualler. Nov11 at 3 at offices of Stokes _ 


and Hooper, st, Dudle: 
Stairmand, shiny, Son tington, 
son, Chancery- “= Darlington 
berton, Lincoln, Farmer. Nov 14 at 1 at Great Northern Inn, ; 
Deacon poe Wilkins, Peterborough i 
Taylor, William Forster, Neweaatle-upon-T'yne, out of business. Nov 8 at3 at offices _ 
of Sewell, Grey st, Newcastle-upon Tyne 
e, Charles, Saltburn-by.the-Bea, York, Livery Stable Keeper. Nov 14 at 11 at 
Ward, Albert rd, eg on 
Seeuman, phew Nottingham 
chmbrs, Middle Pavement, 


ton 
Vickers, "Tom Ashby-de-la-Zouch, Butcher. 
shby-de-la-Zouch. Wilson 
Walmsley, Edmund Bloxam, Porchester sq, no occupation, Nov 21 at 11 at offices of 


White, Frederick, Barnard’s Green, nr Great Malvern, Builder. 
m-Severn. Moores and Romney, 

nn, Malvern Wells, Lodging house keeper. 

made, Gt Malvern 

Williams, Philip, Aberaman, —* Grocer. Nov l4at 12 at 39, Broad st, Bristol, © 

enshole, Aberda’ 

Williams, Richard, Wrexham, Denbigh, Farmer. Nov 15 at 3 at offices of Culshaw, — 3 


rpool 
Wiskar, Walter Christian, St James’s rd, Bermondsey, Licensed Victualler, 
3 at offices of Wright, Walbrook 
hh, Maxey, Northampton, Farmer. 
aches, Peterborough 
Wright, Joweph, sen, Ossory rd, Old Kent rd, Licensed Victualler, 
agua and Fitch, "Bishopsgate Without 


Mer ‘10 at 18 at offices of Belo ant Co 
g Hill, Corn Dealer. Nov 11 at 3 at offices o 
Derry, Great Winchester st 
‘Merchant. Nov 21 at 2 at officesof Coxwell aoa 
, Southwark 
rland, Watchmaker. Nov 10 at 11 at offices © 


Durham, Poulterer. Nov 10 at 11 at offices of Robin. 


holsterer. Nov 14 at 3 at offices of Lees, Severn | 


Nout ngham 
Henry, Farnworth, Lancaster. Nov l4at 3 at Market pl, Manchester, — 


Nov 11 at 2 at Shoulder of Mutton mall 


Ward, James, Chester, nig toed Nov 16 at 3 at offices of Tibbits and Sons, Old Post 
ate ; 
Wasley, mmanuel, Brierley Hill, Stafford, Publican, Nov 12 at 10.30 at offices of Clulow, : 


Nov 17 at 11 at Star — 
Tewkesb bury 
Nov 14 at 3 at offices of © 


Wilson, J ohn, Leeds, Grocer. Nov 11 at 2 at offices of Middleton and Sons, Calverley 4 


Leeds : 

Wilson, Joseph, Ryther, nr Tadcaster, York, Farmer, Nov 16 at 12 at offices of Wed. q 
dall and Parker, Abbey yd, Selby 
Wimbles, Richard, Sreeee, Stationer. 


Nov 16 at 2 at offices of Lynch and Tebar, 

Nov 17 at _ 
Nov 14 at 12 at Angel Hotel, Peter- 
Nov 18 at 8 at 





Nov 14at 11 at White 
Nov 16 at 4 at offices 


VEYANOING ACT.. 
Reviews .--. 
CoRRESPONDENCE 
Cases oF THE WEEK 

A Solicitor, In re... 


Nov 16 at 3 at offices of 


Nov 14 at 3 at offices of 


CURRENT TOPICS sececsecceoe, 

Tur NewsPaPER LIBEL ACT oe. 
THE PRoceDURE CoMMITIEE’s Rurort 
Tue Practica, Errgct or tHE Con- 


seeeeteeeesouce 


Dowd v. Hawtin .cccccscccostccces 


CONTENTS. 


OBITUARY.o-cccccce+sese-seeees 

Tue Jupazs on AssizE Reron: 
SOCIETIES. «+++. cceeee.++s 

Law Stupents’ JournaL 

NEw ORDERS .....+ 

Lr@au APPoIntTmME 

COMPANIES -.seseee 

Crepirors’ Ciarms 

Court PApgrs .... 

Lonpow Gazerras, &c., & sveeerecess 


Ze NOac wor 





Nov 14 at 3 at Red Lion 


Nov 22 at 3 at the writer. 


cations, 


Nov 21 at 12 at offices of 


Notices TO CORRESPONDENTS.—Al/ communications intended for publication — 
in the Soxicttors’ JOURNAL must be authenticated by the name and address of — 


The Editor does not hold himself responsible for the return of rejected communi- 


*,* The Publisher requests that early application should be made by persons 
desirous of obtaining back numbers of the Sotictrors’ JoyRNAat, as only a small 
number of copies remain on hand. 








Goldberg 





It is announced that the share certificates of the Royal Courts of J astioe 
Chambers Company (Limited) are now ready for delivery. 








SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder, 

Guarantecd 1 Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, 
with the excess of fat extracted. 

The ptm pronounce it “‘the most nutritious, per- 
fectly digestible beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
Supper, and iuvalaahlo tr for Invalids and Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 
all palates, keeps better in all climates, and is four times 
the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED with 

, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER than such Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful 
to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 

Cocoatina 4 La VaNniixz is the most delicate, digestible, 

Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
richer chocolate is prohibited. 

In tin packets at 1s. 6d., 38.y 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists 
and Grocers. 

Charities on ial Terms Jy Mang Sole Proprietors, 
i. SOHWEITZE & CO, 10, Adam-street, London, W.C 


AMPTON & SONS make NO CHARGE 

‘or insertin, culars in their FREE MONTHLY 

REGISTER of TATES, TOWN and COUNTRY 

HOUSES, Furnished or Unfurnished, or for Sale, to “4 
had GRATIS at their Offices, or post-free for two stam 
Published on the Ist of the month, and particulars 

—- should be sent not later than five days peerions 


re eins» 
Valuations for Probate and Transfer. Surveys. 
Estate and Auction Offices, 8, Pall Mall East, 8.W. 








EDE AND SON, 


ROBE » Ss ¢ MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMEN 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &e. 
SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS 


BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSBL’S DITTO, 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS, 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


THE BODEGA COMPANY (Limited).— 
Notice is hereby Given, that an INTERIM DIVI- 
DEND of 5 per cent. (equal to 10 per cent. per annum) will 
be PAYABLE herein on the 15th November instant. 
Notice is hereby also Given, that the Transfer Books of 
the Company be Closed from the 8th to the 14th instant 
inclusive. 
By order of the Board, THOMAS OGDEN, Secretary. 


Registered Offices, 88, ae Within, E.C., 
1,1 . 








PARTRIDGE & COOPER, 


LAW AND GENERAL STATIONERS, 
1&2, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, E.C, 





Law Copying und Engrossing. 


Deeds and Writings en, and copied on the te 
dispatch, pe low 


with ‘ punctuality an 
charges, A good Discount allowed on agreed ncornniias 


LAW PRINTING. 


ghee TS OF CLAIM AND DEFENCE, AFFI. © 
A VITS, and other PLEADING, Printed at 1s. per folio, Y 
DEEDS, CONV EYANCES, MORTGAGES, &c., Printed © 
in form for "Registra tion, a 

Discount allowed for cash on agreed accounts, 


LITHOGRAPHY. 


ABSTRACTS, BRIEFS, PETITIONS, 
NUTES OF oF EVIDENCE 


DRAFTS’ 


PLANS OF usrares, SPECIFICATIONS BUILD- 
ING SOCIETIES’ DEEDS LEASES, Lithographed 
with accuracy and dispatch, bh, yon 





ley 











